


THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 1952 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, DC. 
The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F—37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Dennis Chavez presiding. 
Present: Senators McCarran, Chavez, Robertson, Ferguson, Salton- 
stall, Young, Knowland, Thye, and Ecton. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
BuREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY 


STATEMENTS OF ROBERT C. GOODWIN, DIRECTOR; E. L. 
KEENAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR; DON LARIN, CHIEF, FARM 
PLACEMENT SERVICE; GERALD A. FOSTER, ASSISTANT CHIEF 
FOR BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT; AND DR. RALPH GREGG, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF, DIVISION OF FOREIGN QUARANTINE, PUBLIC 
HEALTH SERVICE 


HOUSE ACTION 


Senator Cuavez. At the outset, T shall place in the record a letter 
from the Secretary of Labor calling attention to the effect of the 
House reduction in this item. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 


Unirep Srates DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 18, 1952. 
Hon. Kenneruo D, McKE iar, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator MckKetiar: The Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives in reporting on H. R. 6947, the Third Supplemental Appro- 
priation bill, 1952 (Report No. 1503), reduced the $1,053,000 requested for the 
Bureau of Employment Security by $161,000. 

Of the total reductions made $142,200 must be applied against the Farm Place- 
ment Service foreign-labor program which is responsible for the importation of 
agricultural workers from Mexico. It is felt that such a cut will impose severe 
restrictions upon the operations of this program at a time when its responsibilities 
are increasing. 

It will be appreciated if the Department can be given a hearing on this item 
before your committee when it considers the bill. 

Yours very truly, 
Maurice J. Tosin, 
Secretary of Labor. 
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Senator Cuavez. All right, Mr. Goodwin, you may proceed. 

Mr. Goopwrin. Our request before vou today totals $1,053,000. It 
includes $442,000 to pay the costs attributable to the 1951 revision 
of the Pay Act. The Bureau absorbed 26 percent of the estimated 
cost of the pay-act increase before asking the Congress for additional 
funds. 

MEXICAN-LABOR PROGRAM 
(See also pp. 482-483) 


The request also includes $611,000 to continue the operation of the 
Mexican labor-recruitment program authorized under Public Law 738. 
This law, which was approved July 12, 1951, provides for the impor- 
tation and use in the United States of Mexican agricultural workers 
under terms of an agreement between our two countries. It also 
provides that domestic agricultural workers be fully utilized before 
Mexican workers are imported. 

On August 12, 1951, a 6-month agreement was negotiated with the 
Government of Mexico and on August 16, by joint resolution of the 
Congress, $200,000 was made available to begin operation of the pro- 
gram. This was followed on November 1, 1951, by a supplemental 
appropriation providing $1,287,500 including the $200,000 made avail- 
able by joint resolution. While this amount was the result of a con- 
ference between the House and the Senate, vou will perhaps recall 
that the Senate committee recommended $1,500,000 in their report 
and indicated that since the agreement with Mexico expired February 
11, 1952, this would be ‘‘ample to finance operations under the 6- 
month agreement.” 

Recently the agreement between the United States and Mexico, 
which was due to expire February 11, was extended until May 11, 
while Congress considered immigration legislation dealing with the 
wetback problem. There was real question as to our ability to nego- 
tiate a new agreement with Mexico until we had strengthened our 
program for dealing with the problem of illegal entrants. On the 
other hand, Mexico indicated its desire to extend the agreement, and 
with the passage of the wetback bill which was signed by the President 
on March 20, I know of no reason why we cannot reach an agreement 
promptly with the Mexican officials. 

Senator CHavez. What are vou doing about it? 

Mr. Goopwin. We are negotiating now, and will meet with the 
Mexican officials within the next 2 weeks. We were unable to begin 
on it until the wetback legislation was passed. 

Senator Cuavez. Has the appropriation bill anything to do wit! 
the delay? 

Mr. Goopwin. No; not at this point, sir. 


ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES 


The $611,000 request for the farm program is primarily a projection 
for the balance of the vear of the level of operation which has prevaile:| 
thus far. The only increase provided in this request is $17,418 for 22 
additional employees for strengthening the domestic farm-labor pro 
gram. It is essential that this be done if we are to make an adequat: 
determination that domestic labor is not available before permitting 
the importation of Mexican workers. 





THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 127 


Senator CHavez. How do you determine that? 

Mr. Goopwin. We do it by requesting the various States to check 
the availability of labor that might be recruited for the jobs that are 
open. We have to consider the problem of getting any unemployed 
domestic labor to the place where it is needed. Sometimes we do have 
available unemployed labor but they will not travel the distances that 
are involved or will not take the wages that are offered. 

Senator Ropertrson. May I ask a question? 


TOTAL COST OF FARM-LABOR STUDY 


What is the total cost on a yearly basis of ascertaining, first, whether 
there is sufficient supply of local labor to harvest crops; and then, of 
bringing in and getting out again, Mexican labor within the provisions 
of our laws prohibiting the entry of so-called wetbacks? 

Mr. Goopwin. I did not get the first part of your question. | 
missed one point in your first sentence. What is there in the law, 
did you say? 

Senator Ronerrson. | said, what is the total cost of the program 
on a yearly basis of this particular work that you are talking about? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, the total cost of that, as we estimated it for 
fiscal 1953, was $2,800,000. 

Senator Rosertson. When was this program first initiated? 

Mr. Goopwin. The law was passed by the Congress last August. 

Senator Roperrson. Before that, farmers had to make their own 
plans for their labor? 

Mr. Goopwin. No, before that we had a Meixean program, but 
Public Law 78 strengthened it, and before that it had been carried 
on by authorizations of some language in the appropriation bill. 

Senator Ropertson. My point in asking that question, Mr. Chair- 
man, is the recollection that my grandfather used to frequently say 
the tendency of everything is to be more so. You and I sit now on 
total appropriations or requests for appropriations of over $85 billion, 
and some of them have been going for so long that if vou cut a nic kel 
off of them, great pain is expre essed by those who do not get the money 
any more. And then every few years we add a new program, and 
that is bound to expand; and if you ever try to cut any of it, great 
pain is going to be expressed. It has just got me a little worried, 

Senator Cuavez. And every time a new program starts, carrying 
out the idea of the original program, the classification goes up and the 
number of employees goes up. 

Senator Roserrson. And then Congress passes a new wage increase 
that was not provided for in the previous appropriation, : and vou have 
got to have a supplemental appropriation to take care of that wage 
increase. It is quite a problem for us. 


BACKGROUND OF FOREIGN-WORKER PROGRAM 


Mr. Goopwin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on that, 
if | may. 

This foreign-worker program was operated during World War II 
on the basis of a subsidy by the Federal Government of many of the 
costs involved, such as transportation, and health services, and other 
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things. The total costs of the farm-labor program during that period 
got up to around $30 million a year. 

After the war that program was dropped by the action of the Con- 
gress. Within the last year and a half or 2 years, we have had these 
labor stringencies again because of the defense program, and it has 
been necessary to do something to supplement our labor supply. 

Senator Cuavez. I think something should be done, and I am glad 
that the law was passed authorizing the supplementing of domestic 
labor; but I still think that the Department of Labor or those who 
employ that class of labor, or any class of labor, should pay first atten- 
tion to domestic labor. I am still old-fashioned enough to feel that 
way. 

USE OF DOMESTIC INDIAN LABOR 


I will tell you why, Senator Robértson, and you, too, Senator Know- 
Jand. Iwas in New Mexico in November and December and traveled 
all over the State. I got around to the eotton country, where they 
employ labor. We have in New Mexico something like 90,000 Indi- 
ans, good people, including Navajos, and their boys are called to the 
war service, and this and that. And I said, “Have you people ever 
investigated the possibilities of getting someone who will spend their 
money in this country, and earn their money in this country?” And 
nothing has been done. 

What has the Department-of Labor done with reference to exploring 
the possibilities of getting Indian domestic labor? 

Mr. Goopwin. We have gone into that very thoroughly, Mr. 
Chairman, and the last several years have increased the use of Indians 
substantially. Last year we had 31,000 Indians in farm labor, and if 
we could have gotten more Indians recruited, we could have placed 
more of them. We had orders for more than we could fill last year. 
They were being used last year, as you probably know, for track labor, 
too. 

Senator Cuavez. And the Department of Labor had nothing to do 
with that at all. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. That was done by the railroad people themselves, 
the Santa Fe Railroad and the Southern Pacific Railroad paid millions 
of dollars for Indian labor. 

Mr. Goopwin. | mention that only as an explanation of why we 
could not recruit more for these orders that went unfilled, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator CHavez. We have another type of labor in our State, in 
southern Colorado, and in Utah and Nevada and California and Ari- 
zona; and that type of people, who are not Mexicans, they are probably 
the descendants of 400-vear-old Spaniards, they have to leave New 
Mexico to go to work in the beet fields of Colorado, or Wyoming, or 
Nebraska, because there is nothing in New Mexico for them to do. 
Has that been explored? They would rather work in New Mexico, 
and not get away from New Mexico and get away for 6 or 7 months at 
at a time, because they have to have something to do. They might 
have their children over in Korea, or in Europe, or elsewhere. 

I, personally, do not think, Mr. Goodwin—and I want the farmer to 
get all of the labor he can get, and if he can get the supply from the 
United States, all right, and I think the law is pretty good and | 
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think it is good authority. But I do feel that it is the duty of those 
administering the law that supplies that class of labor to find out about 
our domestic labor. They pay taxes, and if they buy a pound of cheap 
coffee they have to pay the regular sales tax, and if they do this they 
have to pay that, and if they earn over $500 they pay their income 
taxes, one I do believe we owe a duty to that class of labor. 

Mr. Goopwin. | agree with you, we have a responsibility to do 
everything possible to handle this job through American labor first. 
The way the labor market is now, we will not be able to do the entire 
job that way. There is no question about that. 

I think you know what has been happening to the movement of 
people in this country. They have been moving off the farms, and 
particularly in some of the areas where we have the high labor crops, 
such as cotton, and some of the vegetable crops. We just cannot get 
enough local labor in those areas to do the job. 

Should I proceed? 

Senator Cuavez. You may proceed. 


HOUSBE ACTION 


Mr. Goopwin. The House of Representatives has reduced our 
request by $161,000 and indicated in the committee report that the 
major part of this reduction must be applied against the amount 
requested to carry out the program under Public Law 78. This 
$161,000 is needed for a reasonably adequate administration of the 
yrogram. The Department of Agriculture reports that farmers of the 
country have indicated ¢ 1 reluctance to undertake the planting of 
‘many of our more ieedetnes defense crops. Chief reason given by 
the farmers is a fear that farm labor will not be available for ‘planting 
and harvesting of high labor crops. 

Senator Cuavez. Why is it that the Department comes to that 
conclusion, and next week they give us a statement that we are getting 
the largest crops that we ever did in the history of planting? 

Mr. Goopwin. As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, the Department 
of Agriculture has set goals that are the highest we have ever had, 
but the ‘y are now ge tting the reaction from farmers that they will not 
undertake to plant certain of those crops in the amount that the 
Department of Agriculture wants. Generally that is in the high 
labor crop group. 

RESTORATION REQUESTED 


Senator Cuavez. Let me see if I understand your idea for the 
restoration of the $161,000. It is for the purpose of dealing only with 
getting supplies of labor from Mexican nationals, is that correct? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is what this request is for, with the exception 
of the one item. 

Senator Cuavez. You mentioned $161,000, but the appeal, as | 
understand it, also is that you want a restoration of $142,200. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is correct. 

Senator Cuavnz. And that is only to give you the means hy which 
you can supply American farmer s with Mexican national labor? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 
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INVESTIGATION OF DOMESTIC-LABOR SOURCES 


Senator Cuavez, What about making this investigation about 
getting domestic labor? Have you money for that? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is included in our total request. 

Senator Cuavez. In your regular bill? 

Mr. Goopwix. These 22 people that we have requested are to 
strengthen that part of our job. Now, the basic appropriation for 
that is in our regular appropriation, but we are asking for 22 people 
in this to strengthen that part of the job. 

Senator CHavez. That is $142,000 for 22 people? 

Mr. Goopman. No. That $142,000 has to do with the Mexican 
program. You asked me about the domestic part of it, and I merely 
said that we had 22 people in here which are not affected by the cut, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator CHavez. Now, I think we ought to let you know, Mr. 
Goodwin, that as far as the chairman presiding now is concerned, of 
course there are emergencies that come up where supplemental funds 
are necessary, and they should be made, but the chairman has alw ays 
been of the opinion that the departments should submit themselves to 
the money that Congress passes on an appropriation bill. I have seen 
too many times, and the chairman has and the other Senators have, 
where, because Congress cuts them on their regular appropriation bill, 
there is always some method or some means by which they try to get 
the same amount of money that they wanted originally, on a supple- 
mental bill. I hope that you folks are not doing that. 

Mr. Goopvwtn. That is not the situation here, Mr. Chairman, 
because as you will recall, and as I attempted to point out in the first 
part of the statement, the basis for this Mexican program was only to 
exist for 6 months at the time Congress appropriated the money, and 
the Senate in its report indicated that the money that thev were 
recommending would be enough for that period. 

Senator KNowLanp. Does this only carry vou to June 30? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator KNowLANb. That is all? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator KNowLaNnb. And there is nothing beyond that? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator CuHavez. You have a request in the regular bill 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. To continue the program? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes. 

Senator KNow.anp. | might say, Mr. Chairman, not apropos of 
these witnesses at this time, but I think there is going to be consid- 
erable sentiment in the Appropriations Committee, and certainly on 
this side, and I think among members that I have talked with on the 
other side of the table as well, that too often the Senate has been 
looked upon as the “‘upper’’ House, upper in quotation marks; that 
we would take care of any reductions made by the House. 

Now, I do not think the temper of the Senate this year is going to be 
that they are going to “up” all of these amounts which the House has 
made. There will be probably one other supplemental bill that will 
come through, and I think that vou should at least be prepared for the 
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shock that the Senate might not “up” this amount, and you will have 
to go back to the House again on a presentation at their next supple- 
mental bill. 

1952 FUNDS 


Mr. Goopwin. You gentlemen understand that at the time the 
appropriation was made by the Congress, our agreement with Mexico 
ran only to February 11. Now, I am not sure whether it was in the 
conference report, but | remember that the Senate, in its report, indi- 
cated that that was a factor in the amount that was made available. 

Senator Cuavez. The language was as follows: 

You will perhaps recall that the Senate Committee recommended $1,500,000 
in their report and indicated that since the agreement with Mexico expired Febru- 
ary 11, 1952, this would be ‘‘ample to finance operations under the 6-month agree- 
ment.” 

Mr. Goopwin. Shall I proceed, sir? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Mr. Goopwin. I hope that this committee and the Senate will re- 
store the appropriation for the farm placement service to the full 
amount requested so that we can do those things which the Congress 
and the farmers have a right to expect of us to help meet the problem 
of recruiting an adequate supply of farm labor to meet our agricultural 
defense goals. 

Since submitting the $611,000 supplemental appropriation request 
for operations under Public Law 78 we have received assurances from 
major grower associations along a large area of the Mexican border 
that they will utilize the services of the Bureau to secure legally im- 
ported Mexican agricultural workers. In previous years, this area 
has used large numbers of wetbacks. This recruiting job will begin in 
late June and continue through July. We estimate that this will re- 
sult in requests for at least 100,000 more contract Mexicans from this 
section than were received last vear. 


CONSTRUCTION OF ADDITIONAL RECEPTION CENTER 


In preparation for this expansion of the foreign-labor program, it 
will be necessary to establish by May 1 an additional reception center 
in the Harlingen-Brownsville, Tex., area. The migration centers in 
Mexico will also have to be expanded to handle this additional load. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the practical result from the observations 
of the Department with reference to the places in Mexico where the 
labor is being recruited? Is it satisfactory, and do you think that 
they are carrying out their end of the agreement? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, in general, I think so. We always have an 
argument with the Mexican officials, Mr. Chairman, on how far south 
these centers should be. We would like for them to be as far north as 
possible, and they want them farther south because that is where 
they have more of their unemployment. What we have is something 
of a compromise between those two points of view. I think we would 
say in all honesty and fairness that from the standpoint of compromise, 
it has been fairly reasonable. 

Senator Cuavez. Proceed, Mr. Goodwin. 
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ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST 


Mr. Goopwin. The President has forwarded to the President of the 
Senate within the last few days a supplemental request in the amount 
of $110,000, of which $57,865 is to cover the cost of this increase in 
the Mexican-labor program for the balance of this year. Also included 
in this request is $25,850 for printing costs to print the agreement with 
Mexico, worker contracts and worker permits. 

The recent hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Labor and 
Labor-Management Relations emphasized the importance of adequate 
machinery for the determination of prevailing wage rates in agri- 
culture. In light of these hearings, we think this work needs addi- 
tional emphasis, and we plan before June 30, 1952, to hold five hear- 
ings in major areas to determine beginning agricultural wage rates and 
also plan to conduct field surveys in several individual areas to de- 
termine going wage rates. 

Senator KNowLanp. Why was it necessary to send in this addi- 
tional supplemental? Did you not have the information at the time 
the prior supplemental came in here? 

Mr. Goopwtn. No, sir. There are two main reasons for it. One 
is the decision on the part of many of the large growers and associa- 
tions along the border to use legal labor, and that is mostly in the 
Texas area where they have traditionally used wetback labor. That 
decision actually was not made by those groups until after the Con- 
gress acted on this wetback legislation and it began to be very clear 
that it was going to be increasingly difficult to use wetback labor. 


EXPENSES OF MEXICAN TREATY AND WORK CONTRACTS 


The $25,000 or so that is involved in the printing of the agreement 
with Mexico and the worker contracts and the worker permits are 
tied up with a change in the agreement and the increase in workload. 

Now, we had thought there was a good probability, or possibility, 
we could avoid that change this year, but Mexico has indicated that 
they will insist upon some changes in the contract. 

I might say, as long as they are going to do that, we are going to 
request some changes, also. These changes i in the contract which we 
could. not anticipate will increase the printing cost. 

Included in this request is $26,285 for the expenses in connection 
with this program. 

AUTOMOBILES 


We have also requested authority to purchase five automobiles. 
These are needed at our five migration centers because of the transpor- 
tation difficulties in Mexico. 


MIGRATION CENTERS 


Senator Cuavez. Migration centers? Are those within Mexico? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes. Most of the centers are located at a consider- 
able distance from the nearest city. To enable the center manager 
to have quick access to such facilities as mail, telephone, doctors and 
hospitals, a car is necessary. We plan to purchase used cars from the 
Department of Agriculture at substantial savings. 
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Senator Cuaverz. Is that a city on the border? 

Mr. Goopwin. No, the nearest city in Mexico. 

Senator Cuavez. I thought you told us that all of the municipali- 
ties had some kind of a set-up by which they recruited these laborers 
and turned them over to the authorities as to who would be eligible 
to work or find work. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right, but they do refer them to the centers, 
and the centers themselves are located outside the towns, at a con- 
siderable distance. 

For instance, in Monterey, which is the only one of them that I 
have visited personally, I think it is about 10 miles out. 


PURCHASE OF USED AUTOMOBILES 


Senator CHavez. How many automobiles are there now? 

Mr. Goopwin. We have none in Mexico now, and we are preposing 
in this connection, Mr. Chairman, the purchase of second-hand auto- 
mobiles. We looked into this a short time back and found that we 
could, at that time at least, purchase them from the Department 
of Agriculture on some second-hand automobiles, and I think the 
estimate at that time was that we could have gotten these five for 
about $1,500 or $1,800, or something like that. It has been a big 
handicap for the manager of these ceyters not to be able to get around, 
and it is a handicap in handling his mail and meeting people at the 
station that are coming down, reaching doctors, and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Larix. We do not have telephones, and sometimes it is 4 miles 
toatelephone. We can’t get telephone lines in at many of the centers, 
and to make a call on scheduling workers out and so forth, you have to 
go into town. 

Mr. Goopwin. We have made attempts to get telephones installed. 

Mr. Larin. We have been unsuccessful thus far. 

Mr. Goopwrn. I am sure I can assure the committee, however, if 
this is authorized, that the automobiles purchased will not be luxurious; 
they will be the cheapest we can get. 

Senator CHavez. Does the Department of Agriculture have a sur- 
plus amount that has been replaced heretofore? 

Mr. Keenan. In the Aftosa program they had some cars that the 
field men had used. They had a price of about $300 a car a few months 
ago, but we did not have authorization and couldn’t buy them. We 
understand they are going to have some more old cars, and we thought 
that we could get specific authorization for around $1,500 or $1,800 to 
buy them. They would cost about $300 or $400 a car if the price is 
the same as it was several months ago. They would solve our problem. 


LIMITATION ON PERSONAL SERVICES 


Mr. Goopwin. In accordance with the requests before you, Mr. 
Chairman, it is also requested that the limitation on the amount which 
may be expended for personal services be set at not less than $5,835,- 
000. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the limitation now? What is the reason 
for the increase of that limitation? 
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Mr. Goopwin. The supplemental of $110,000 that was sent up is the 
principal reason for the increase. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that increased pay or increased personnel? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, it is both, it is the increase from the pay act, 
and the increase that is involved in the $110,000 supplemental that is 
requested. 

Senator Cuavez. The rest of your statement you want to insert in 
the record, Mr. Goodwin? 

Mr. Goopwin. I think it would be desirable, and I would suggest 
that it be inserted in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 
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, 
Services performed by other agencies: Public Health Service 





| | 
| Actual July 1,; Estimated | Total estima- 
| 1951 through | March 1, 1952; ted July 1, 





February 29, | trough June 1951 through 
1952 30, 1952 June 30, 1952 
mane inanaioei i a —-———| a | por ss F —_ 
Personal services _- Seat . ail Sains $59, 108 | $35, 032 $94, 140 
MERE ee aetna oe amnan ; patewaen si ena 19, 850 | 13, 555 | 33, 405 
po YG | a eee ee ee Ce he | 1, 272 | 11, 693 | 12, 965 
Communication services s ct 1, 034 | 2, 522 | 3, 55¢ 
Printing and reproduction -_-_- phatase 2 ee aa 100 45 145 
Other contractual services... ___- a dscns’ 707 | 42, 293 | 43, 000 
Supplies and materials__-___.__- Seesiee ics aaa 19, 247 | 12, 683 | 31, 980 
Equipment. oe a f i as | 2, 464 | 4, 536 7, OO 
Taxes and assessments__._._._____. E Ps Sa tliaal 45 130 | 175 
Total obligations sues 108, 827 +122, 489 | 226, 31¢ 
| 
Summary of new positions 
Grade Number | Gross cost 
2. FARM PLACEMENT SERVICE 
Positions included in supplemental for $611,000 
Departmental: i | 
Agricultural employment specialist | GS-12 2 | $14, O80 
Do | GS-1) 2 | 11, 880 
Labor economist | GS-9 1 5, 185 
Do | GS-7 1 4, 330 
Clerk-stenographer | GS 3 9, 685 
Statistical clerk | GS-4 2 | 6, 430 
Clerk typist | GS-3 2 6, 060 
Regional] offices: 
Agricultural employment specialist (Atlanta 1, | GS-7 9 | 40, 345 
Cleveland 1, Chicago1, Kansas City 1, Dallas3, | | } 
Denver 1, San Francisco 1). | 
RN ce ome tk. P ; 22 | 
Positions included in supplemental for $110,000 
Departmental: 
Agricultural employment specialist ...--| GS-11 6 $35, 641 
Reception center: 
Center manager aa GS8-12__.. 1 7, 040 
Assistant center manager _- .-.| GS-11...- s 1 | 5, 940 
Chief, reception service _ __- d ..| G8-9__. 1 | 5, 060 
Chief, contract service - - - ¢ aes ..| G8-9..- 1 | 5, 060 
Administrative assistant ‘ ..| G8-7.. ay 4, 205 
Supervisor, transportation ; --| GS-7 1 4, 205 
Supervisor, maintenance, housing and protection. .| GS-7 - 1 | 4, 205 
Supervisor, subsistence _- - + ion based imate 1 | 4, 205 
Engineer (operating) : icedunl ae 1 | 3, 795 
Checker. a ‘ A 3 , GS-5 2 6, 820 
Stenographer : : i Gs-3 l 2, 950 
Expediter : : : GS-3 3 8, 850 
Head clerk . J G8-3 ‘ ] 2, 950 
File clerk | GS-2... 1 2, 750 
Guard _. , ; CPC-5 1 | 2, 974 
Janitor ; ‘ | CPC-3 2 5, 104 
Night watchman ; ....| CPC-3 2 | 5, 104 
Migration centers: | | 
Interviewer yeu uta GS-5 wana 4) 13, 640 
Expediter ; _—— Ungraded. ._-- 4 4, 00K 
Total _- i: = 36 





Ossect CLass JUSTIFICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST IN THE AMOUNT 
or $110,000 


PERSONAL SERVICES 


The new reception center will be staffed with 22 full-time positions: 
1 GS-12 Center manager 
1 GS-11 Assistant center manager 
1 GS-9 Chief, reception service 
1 GS-9 Chief, contract service 


~_— a ae 


Si ee oD 
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Administrative assistant 

Supervisor, transportation 

Supervisor, maintenance, housing and protection 

Supervisor, subsistence 

Engineer (operating) 

Checker 

Stenographer 

Expediter 

Head clerk 

File clerk 

5 Guard 

3 Janitor 

3 Night watchman 

at an annual rate of $83,219 and a daily rate of $320.07 for 21 days in the month 
of June for a total of $6,721. In addition to the full-time staff, there will be 30 
temporary positions at an average annual salary rate of $2,824 for a total annual 
rate of $84,720 and a daily rate of $325.84 for 21 days in the month of June for 
an amount of $6,842. No lapse has been taken as it is planned to have a small 
number of these positions filed during May to begin operating the center. 

The migration centers will require 8 additional full-time positions (4 inter- 
viewers, GS-5; 4 expeditors (Mexican nationals); and 14 temporary typists 
(Mexican nationals)) at an annual rate of $31,640 and a daily rate of $121.69 
for 21 days in June for a total amount of $2,555. 

Six additional employees (agricultural employment specialists, GS-11) at an 
annual rate of $35,640 and a daily rate of $137.07 for 65 days in April, May, and 
June for a total amount of $8,910 will be required to conduct field surveys for the 
purpose of determining prevailing wages in specific areas. 

The total request for personal services is $25,028. 
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TRAVEL 


It is proposed to fill five positions at the new reception center by transfer, and 
it is estimated that it will cost $100 each for travel costs, for a total of $500. 

It will be necessary, in connection with the five hearings on beginning wage 
rates, for two departmental employees to go to the site 10 days before the hearing 
to make arrangements for facilities, advertising, and participation of affected 
groups in the area. Their travel cost is estimated at $440 each per meeting for a 
total amount of $4,400. Three emplovees will conduct the hearings, and their 
travel costs have been estimated at $340 each per meeting for a total cost of 
$5,100. 

The six employees who will be engaged in the field surveys to determine going 
wage rates will be in travel status an average of 15 days each per month at an 
average daily cost of $20 for 3 months for an amount of $5,400. 

The total request for travel is $15,400. 


TRANSPORTATION OF THINGS 


Additional freight and drayage on equipment and supplies for the new reception 
center and the expanded migration centers is estimated at $500. 


COMMUNICATION SERVICES 


Telephone service, telegram and toll costs for the additional center are estimated 
at $300 for the month of June. 


RENTS AND UTILITY SERVICES 


Rent for the new center is estimated at $21,000 per vear. It will be necessary 
to take possession on May 1, 1952, in order to make alterations to the premises 
and otherwise prepare for occupancy. Rental for the 2-month period is estimated 
at $3,500. Utilities have been estimated at $100 per month for Mav and June 
for a total of $200. Twenty percent of the above estimates amounting to $740 
would be chargeable to the salaries and expenses appropriation and the balance 
would be charged to the revolving fund. 


PRINTING AND REPRODUCTION 


It is now know that the Mexican Government will insist on changes in the indi- 
vidual work contract, and consequently the following printed forms will be needed 
for the balance of the year to handle the normal flow of workers that will come 
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into the United States in addition to those that will come into the lower Rio 
Grande Valley of Texas as a result of recent legislation: 


1,500,000 worker contracts__- , eeee Sa vettece winks ae ee 

1 500, 000 signature page . aca ik eceeeias 4, 200 

600, 000 conditional permit for Mexican agricultural workers. _____ 6, 840 
90,000 agreement for reimbursement to the United States, recontracting 

emplovees- : ee Repel es ce Bas saaleiiy as w attoareeteebts 590 

Total ; oe ee 5 cates soe... gee 


OTHER CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 


Repairs and alterations to the new center are estimated at $5,000, of which 20 
percent, or $1,000, will be required in this appropriation. It is estimated that 
300 pages of transcript at an average cost of $1 per page will be required at each 
wage hearing, for an amount of $1,500. 

Advertising has been estimated at $75 a hearing, for a total amount of $375. It 
is estimated that rental of space to conduct the hearings will cost $40 per day for 
a' 3-day hearing, for a total of $600. 

The total request for other contractual services is $3,475. 

Services performed by other agencies 

An additional amount of $31,316 will be required by the Public Health Service, 
which will provide for an additional X-ray team for the new reception center, a 
relief nurse, a relief doctor, a relief X-ray repairman, and medical staffing for the 
new center. It will also provide for supplies and other expenses in connection with 
the establishment of these facilities. 


SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 


It is estimated that an amount of $500 will be required for miscellaneous sup- 
plies for the new reception center. 


EQUIPMENT 


An amount of $4,395 will be required for desks, files, chairs, office machines, etc., 
for equipping the new reception center. The 14 additional typists in the migration 
centers will require typewriters at a unit cost of $117, typing tables at a unit cost 
of $20, and typist chairs at a unit cost of $27, for an amount of $2,296, 

The total request for equipment is $6,691. 


TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS 


Taxes and assessments have been estimated at $200 and are based on 14 percent 
of the applicable payroll. 
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February employment for Public Law 78 


| 
Full-time | Temporary 
Departmental. 
Regional 
Mexico City headquarters 


ow 
-iW 


1 
i] 


| 
iu 


Recept ion centers: 
Calexico - 
Eagle Pass 
E] Paso 
Harlingen 
Nogales 


a 
“swe oe 


Subtotal reception centers 


ii sw 


Migration centers 
Aguascalientes 
Chihuahua 
Guadalajara 
lrapuato 
Monterrey 


Subtotal migration centers 


Total 


Estimate employment by month for Public Law 78 


March April May June 


| 
l Full-| Tem- 


Full-| Tem- |»..,,.;| Full-| Tem- .. Full-| Tem- 
Total Total time |porary| 


time |porary time /porary time |porary| Tota 
! } 


Total 


Departmental 34 3: | $3] | 53 =. 
Regional 73 : 73 : 5 
Mexico City head- 
quarters 
Reception centers 
Calexico. . 
Eagle Pass 
El Paso 
Harlingen 
Nogales 
(New center) 


Subtotal recep- 
tion centers 


Migration centers 
Aguascalientes 
Chihuahua 
Guadalajara 
Irapuato 
Monterrey 


Subtotal migra- 
tion centers 


Total 


LABOR DEMAND 


Senator CHAavez. Senator Ecton, do vou want to ask any questions? 

Senator Ecron. Have you brought in the number so far, and have 
you made plans to bring in the total number that you planned when 
you were before the committee a vear ago? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, we have had a series of three preseason meet 
ings over the country, in which we have discussed with the State 
employment service people, what the needs will be in their States 
Now, at this point in time that figure is fairly general. It is hard 
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to get a figure that you can rely on or that is more than a general 
picture of what they expect. It looks to us that the number this 
vear might be fairly close to what we said last year, plus whatever 
we get for the lower Rio Grande Valley where they have been using 
wetbacks. 

Senator KNow.anp. If I could interrupt a moment, Senator Ecton, 
| would like to find out along the lines suggested by your question, I 
would like to know what your estimates were as to the number of 
people that you would be handling when you appeared before the 
committee a year ago, and what actually came in. 

Mr. Goopwin. Two hundred thousand. 

Senator KNowLAND. Was that what your estimates were er the 
number who actually did come across under this program? 

Mr. Goopwin. That was the estimate, and the actual number that 
came in was approximately that. 

Mr. Keenan. We estimated about 200,000 and we brought in 
193,000, I think. 

Senator Cuavez. Your statement this morning contemplates that 
you contemplate bringing in about 100,000 extra under the new 
program. 

Mr. Goopwin. We expect there will be an increase as a result of 
this situation along the border, of about 100,000. 

Mr. Keenan. The figures have always been misleading. Our 
193,000 was the legal Mexicans, and there was something above 
100,000 illegal workers, mostly in the lower Rio Grande Valley. Now 
with the new legislation that Congress has passed it seems quite sure 
that the great majority of the wetbacks along the border will be re- 
placed by legal labor, so the figure might go up 100,000. That will 
not increase the total number of Mexicans that were in the country, 
but it will show up on the figures because they are legal. 

Senator Cuavez. Your exact language on page 3, Mr. Goodwin, 
reads as follows: 

We estimate that this will result in requests for at least 100,000 more contract 
\lexicans from this section than were received last vear. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator CHavez. There will not be 100,000 extra, but these will be 
legal and the other ones could have been wetbacks. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Mr. Keenan. We have no exact figure on the number of wetbacks. 
lt was somewhere around 150,000. It is very hard to get a figure that 
we can stand behind. 

Senator CHAavez. Do you feel satisfied that these farmers along the 
lower Rio Grande River will go along and think that the law should be 
followed and that they are willing to now employ legal entrants? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, our discussions with them would lead us to 
believe that. They have also made public statements to that effect 
and all indications are that they are going to do it. It is the first time 
they have made public statements to that effect. 

Senator Cuavez. | met with New Mexico farmers down there in 
lower Mesilla, and they indicated that they would prefer to have legal 
entry than they would the other. 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, | met with some farmers in the Yuma area, 
a few weeks ago, and they have just gone all-out on it, and it seems the 
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February employment for Public Law 78 
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Reception centers: 
Calexico - - 
Eagle Pass 
E] Paso 
Harlingen 
Nogales 


“Isnore 


Subtotal reception centers 3 74 | 

Migration centers | 
Aguascalientes 
Chihuahua 
Guadalajara 
lrapuato_. 
Monterrey 


Subtotal migration centers 


Total 


Estimate employment by month for Public Law 78 


March April May June 


Total Full- Tem- lnotal Full-| Tem- Total 


Full-| Tem- Total Full-| Tem- ' 
time jporary 


time |porary time /porary time |porary} 


Departmental 34 i 40 53 | | 53 | 53 
Regional 73 3) 73 ; 2 | ¢ , 
Mexico City head- 

quarters | 8 8 


feception centers 
Calexico. -. 
Eagle Pass 
El Paso 
Harlingen 
Nogales 
(New center) 


Subtotal recep- 
tion centers 


Migration centers: 
Aguascalientes 
Chihuahua 
Guadalajara 
Irapuato 
Monterrey 


“Ite he 


Subtotal migra- 
tion centers 


Total 


LABOR DEMAND 


Senator CHAavez. Senator Ecton, do vou want to ask any questions? 

Senator Ecron. Have you brought in the number so far, and have 
you made plans to bring in the total number that you planned when 
vou were before the committee a vear ago? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, we have had a series of three preseason meet 
ings over the country, in which we have discussed with -the State 
emplovment service people, what the needs will be in their States 
Now, at this point in time that figure is fairly general. It is hard 
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to get a figure that you can rely on or that is more than a general 
picture of what they expect. It looks to us that the number this 
vear might be fairly close to what we said last year, plus whatever 
we get for the lower Rio Grande Valley where they have been using 
wetbacks. 

Senator KNow.anp. If I could interrupt a moment, Senator Ecton, 
| would like to find out along the lines suggested by your question, I 
would like to know what your estimates were as to the number of 
people that you would be handling when you appeared before the 
committee a vear ago, and what actually came in. 

Mr. Goopwin. Two hundred thousand. 

Senator KNowLanp. Was that what your estimates were or the 
number who actually did come across under this program? 

Mr. Goopwin. That was the estimate, and the actual number that 
came in was approximately that. 

Mr. Keenan. We estimated about 200,000 and we brought in 
193,000, I think. 

Senator Cuavez. Your statement this morning contemplates that 
you contemplate bringing in about 100,000 extra under the new 
program. 

Mr. Goopwin. We expect there will be an increase as a result of 
this situation along the border, of about 100,000. 

Mr. Keenan. The figures have always been misleading. Our 
193,000 was the legal Mexicans, and there was something above 
100,000 illegal workers, mostly in the lower Rio Grande Valley. Now 
with the new legislation that Congress has passed it seems quite sure 
that the great majority of the wetbacks along the border will be re- 
placed by legal labor, so the figure might go up 100,000. That will 
not increase the total number of Mexicans that were in the country, 
hut it will show up on the figures because they are legal. 

Senator Cuavez. Your exact language on page 3, Mr. Goodwin, 
reads as follows: 

We estimate that this will result in requests for at least 100,000 more contract 
\Mexicans from this section than were received last vear. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator CuHavez. There will not be 100,000 extra, but these will be 
legal and the other ones could have been wetbacks. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Mr. Keenan. We have no exact figure on the number of wetbacks. 
lt was somewhere around 150,000. It is very hard to get a figure that 
we can stand behind. 

Senator CHavez. Do you feel satisfied that these farmers along the 
lower Rio Grande River will go along and think that the law should be 
followed and that they are willing to now employ legal entrants? 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, our discussions with them would lead us to 
believe that. They have also made public statements to that effect 
and all indications are that they are going to do it. It is the first time 
they have made public statements to that effect. 

Senator CHavez. I met with New Mexico farmers down there in 
lower Mesilla, and they indicated that they would prefer to have legal 
entry than they would the other. 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, I met with some farmers in the Yuma area, 
a few weeks ago, and they have just gone all-out on it, and it seems the 
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associations are helping to police it and the members of the associations 
there now are just completely refusing to use wetback labor. 

Senator Cuavez. Is there any thing further? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is all, unless there are some questions. 

Senator Cuavez. That is all. 

Mr. Goopwin. Thank vou very much, gentlemen. 

Senator Cuavez. We now have page 7 of the bill on employees’ 
compensation. 


BurEAU OF EMPLOYEES’ COMPENSATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


STATEMENTS OF JAMES E. DODSON, BUDGET OFFICER OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; AND JETER S. RAY, ASSOCIATE 
SOLICITOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Obligations by activities 


Appropria- Supple- Revised 
Description tion to date, | mental esti- total, 
1952 mate, 1952 1952 


. Employment-connected benefits for Federal employees: 
(a) Disability compensation $16, 190, 000 $730, 000 $16, 920, 00 
(b) Medical and hospital treatment and supplies 4, 780, 000 550, 000 | 5, 330, 000 
(c) Death compensation _ - &, 787, 000 900, 000 9, 687, OOK 
(d) Burial, embalming, transportation and miscel- 
laneous 75, 000 5, 000 80, 000) 
2. War-connected death benefits for employees of Government 
contractors YS, OOO 10, 000 108, 00K 
3. Civilian war benefits 70, 000 5, 000 75, 000 
4. War Claims Act 
(a) Disability compensation 3, 500, 000 3, 500, 000 
(b) Medical and hospital treatment and supplies 700, 000 700, 00) 
(c) Death compensation 800, 000 800, 00 


Obligations incurred 35, 000, 000 2, 200, 000 37, 200, 000 


COMPENSATION FOR INJURIES 


Mr. Dopson. This item for the Bureau of Employees’ Compensa- 
tion does not represent any funds for the salaries or expenses o! 
administrative staff, but it represents the amount that we need to 
meet compensation payments to people who have been injured in 
the line of duty in the Government service. It is needed because 
there has been an increase in the number of claims filed, compensa- 
tion payments to be made, and the increased costs of certain items. 
I did not bring along the Bureau Chief involved because it is a matter 
of law that these payments be made to these people, and if there are 
any questions that the committee has, I will try to answer them. 

Senator Cuavez. Well, have these compensations been adjudicated 
now? 

Mr. Dopson. Some have been adjudicated and it is for continuing 
claims payments plus ones that will be adjudicated between now 
and June 30. 

SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST 


Senator Cuavez. You are going to get some funds in the regular 
bill, and why is it necessary that we in a supplemental bill give you 
$2,200,000 more? 
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Mr. Dopson. Well, the $2,200,000 will be paid out during this 
year, Senator, and this is for claims to be paid during this fiscal vear. 

Senator CHAvez. Senator Ecton, do you have any questions? 

Senator Ecron. What did the House allow? 

Mr. Dopson. This is the amount that the House allowed, $2,200,- 
000, and it happens to be the amount of our estimate. 

Senator CuHavez. You are just asking that it be kept intact? 

Senator Ecron. You can get along with that? 

Mr. Dopson. Yes, sir; that is the reason I] did not bring the Bureau 
people up to testify in detail. 

Senator Cuavez. You are not asking for any restoration, 

Mr. Dopson. No, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. You are just asking that what the House allowed 
be considered by the Senate, and if agreeable to go along with it. 

Mr. Dopson. That is correct, sir. I might add that for the next 
fiscal year the appropiation will be on an annual indefinite basis 
such sums as are necessary. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank vou. 


PERCENTAGE CUT BY GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Mr. Dopson. I have one other item, Senator. The Secretary filed 
an appeal to the general provision that is contained in the bill applying 
a 10-percent across-the-board decrease in the amounts coatained in 
the bill available for the pay act. The Secretary filed a letter dated 
March 20 with the chairman of the Appropriations Committee which 
outlines the problem that we will be faced with. We are not, and | 
want to make it clear that we are not, appealing the amounts which 
our committee in the House recommended for our needs for pay act 
costs, but we are appealing from the general provision that appears 
on page 44 of the bill. This provision provides for a 10-percent 
reduction in the amounts for pay act and across-the-board basis 
throughout the Goverament. In our appeal that we filed we illus 
trate just how this will affect the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In that 
Bureau a deficit of $50,000 to be made up at the close of a fiscal vear, 
practically at the close of a fiscal year means that we must lay off a 
very large number of people in order to make that money up. In 
other words, we have about 3 mouths of the vear left, and it takes 
about 2 weeks to prepare a retention register, aod then it is the policy 
of the Department and generally in the Goverameut to give an em- 
ployee a 30-day notice, and thea each employee in this Bureau will 
average about 20 days anaual leave which approximates another 
month. So we really have to make up all of our deficit in 1 month 
if this 10- “percent gene ‘ral provision across the board is to apply. 

Senator Cuavez. Now suppose there is an exception made to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 


STATUS OF APPROPRIATION FUNDS 


Mir. Dopson. I used that only as an example, Senator, and that is 
the wav we expressed it ia the Secretary’s letter. The same situatiou 
will exist i: the other bureaus of the Department, and I have had 
pri ‘pared finane ‘ial statements which | would like to offer for the 
record, which show the financial position of each appropriation in the 


Y70386—52—-10 
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Department of Labor as of March 20. This financial position has been 
computed on carrying on the current programs for the rest of the year. 
It does not contemplate any new programs at all. I would like to 
offer that for the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Unirep Strares DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 20, 1952. 
Hon. Kennetu D. McKEeE..ar, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator McKe war: As a result of action on the part of the House of 
Representatives on H. R. 6947, the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952, 
making supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, | 
find it necessary to supplement my letter of March 13, 1952, in which I asked that 
we be heard pertaining to the reduction made in funds requested for the importa- 
tion of Mexican farm labor program. 

I now find it necessary to ask that consideration be given to excepting the appro- 
priations for the Department appearing on pages 36 and 37 of the March 14, 1952, 
version of the bill, from the application of the following language which appears 
on page 44, lines 6 through 10, of said bill: 

“* * * and none of the funds appropriated by this chapter for any. other 
department or agency shall be available for obligations or expenditure in excess of 
90 per centum of the amount appropriated in this chapter for such department or 
agency.” 

In justification of this request, I cite the problem of the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics as an example of the effect this provision would have on the bureaus 
involved: 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics is the principal fact-finding agency in economic 
fields such as prices, wages, productivity, and employment. The data gathered 
are used extensively by the Department, the Congress, and other agencies of 
Government, and by business and labor. To effect a reduction in funds in the 
amount required by the House bill this late in the fiscal year will mean the ter- 
mination of a large number of employees. This Bureau’s obligations under its 
‘Salaries and expenses” appropriation through February 29, 1952, were $3,816,304 
the projection of costs through June 30 amounts to $1,656,587, making a total 
cost for the fiscal year 1952 of $5,472,891 compared with the amount available to 
date of $5,132,891. This indicates need for an additional $340,000 to operate 
through June 30. The amount required in this instance is the same as that 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget in transmitting the supplemental estimate 
to the Congress. 

As previously stated, should the reduction of funds stand as contained in the 
bill, it means separation of a large number of employees or other drastic action as 
indicated below. Under procedures for termination of employees, approximatel, 
2 weeks will be required to prepare retention registers, and under the Depart- 
ment’s established poliey, a 30-day notice is required to be given to emplovees to 
be terminated, making a total time lapse of 6 weeks for separation procedures 
It is estimated that terminal leave for employees in this Bureau who would be 
terminated will average 1 month each. This means that terminated emplovees 
would not. go off the rolls until about June 1. and a sufficient number of emplovees 
must be separated to permit accumulation of savings in June to make up the 
entire deficit of funds. In other words, if the amount approved by the House for 
this Bureau is not increased, a deficit of $50,000 must be made up in 1 month and 
the annual rate of salary reduction to be made is 12 times that amount or 
$600,000. Assuming an average salary of $4,000 for employees to be separated. 
we would have to terminate approximately 150 people in order to meet a deficit 
of $50,000 within 1 month. 

I do not mean to infer that termination of employees is the only way to make 
up a deficit in funds As alternatives, we might have to order all employees to 
take perhaps 3 or 4 days’ leave without pay, or we might stop all travel or use a 
combination of these methods. 

None of the methods enumerated above is satisfactorv, and each would result 
in program curtailment and inefficient operations in the Government. 
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A’5 percent reduction from the estimates as approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget was recommended by the House Appropriations Committee, and a recent 
review of the funds for the Department indicates that any further reduction would 
have an impact on other bureaus similar to that outlined for the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

I shall be glad to furnish any information which you or your committees may 
desire in attempting to make a fair apprais! of the Department's needs. 

Yours very truly, 
Mavcrice J. Torin, 
Secretary of Labor. 


Statement showing status of funds and additional requirements for pay increase costs 


for appropriations listed on pp. 36 and 37 of the Third Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act 





Obliga- | fre" | Total Net 
tions costs costs Amount ; amount Total cost! Amount 
Appropriation title | through Mar. 1 for eurrently| required | of pay | to be 
Feb. 29, to June fiscal | available; for pay | increase | absorbed 
1952 30, 1952 year increase 
Salaries and expenses: | 
Office of the Secretary $968, 315) $458, 952)$1, 427, 267/$1, 350,000! $77,267) $101,673) $24, 406 
Office of the Solicitor... 1, 153, 569) 558, 621) 1,712, 190) 1, 600, 000 112, 190 135, 300 23, 110 
Bureau of Labor Standards 465, 399 236, 466 701,865) 656,165 45, 700 53, 300! 7, 600 
Bureau of Veterans’ Reem- } } 
ployment Rights........-| 188, 019) 96, 686 284,705) 265, 758 18, 947 19, 500 553 
Defense Production Activi- | 
Si edaace nee ae | 2, 121, 194) 2, 000, 000 121, 194 152, 000 30, 806 
Bureau of Apprenticeship -! 2, 775, 028) 2, 600, 000 175, 028 199, 836 24, 808 
Employees Compensation_.| 2, 033, 816) 1, 887, 816 146,000! = 152, 500 6, 500 
Bureau of Labor Statistics 5, 472, 891) 5, 132, 891 340, 000 389, 350 49, 350 
Revision of Consumers’ Price | 
Index. .....- | 1, 160, 825) 1, 072, 825 88, 000 98, 313 10, 313 
Salaries and expenses: 
Women’s Bureau 245, 873 133, 697 379, 570 362, 570 17, 000 27, 840 10, 840 
Wage and Hour Division 5, 535, 444) 2, 989, 556) 8, 525, 000) 8, 000, 000 525,000, 622, 400 07, 400 


1952 REGULAR FUNDS NOT CUT 


Senator Cuavez. But the amendment does not affect your regular 
funds that you obtain on the regular appropriation bill. The amend- 
ment only applies to the funds that you are requesting on the supple- 
mental bill. 

Mr. Dopson. Well, all of the funds for the pay act, the increased 
funds for the Pay Act are included in this supplemental appropriation 
bill, and | wanted to give you the pages of the bill that they appear 
on here. The items that I am talking about for the Department of 
Labor begin at the bottom of page 36 and end on page 37. 


PAY INCREASES 


This second table, Mr. Chairman, that I would like to insert in the 
record shows the total cost of pay increase, the amount we are absorb- 
ing, the amount actually required as of our computation of March 20, 
and then it shows the amount approved by the Bureau of the Budget 
and the amount approved by the House including the 10 percent 
over-all cut and the amount recommended by the House Appro- 
priations Committee. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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Statement showing cost of pay increases, amount absorbed, amounts approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget, and the effect of House action on items appearing on pp. 36 
and 37 of the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act 


! 


Amount | Amount 

Amount | Amount approved | recom- 

Total cost Amount actually approved | by House | mended 

Appropriation title of pay to be required | by Bureau, including | by Hous: 
increases absorbed — as of Mar. of the 10 percent | Appropria- 
20, 1952 Budget over-all | tions Com- 

cut mittee 


Salaries and expenses | 
Office of the Seerctary $101, 673 $24, 406 $77, 267 $80, 000 $68, 400 | 
Office of the Solicitor 135, 300 23, 110 2, 16 5, 000 YS, 280 
Bureau of Labor Stand- 

ards 53, 300 7, 600 5, 7 46, 000 39, 330 3, 700 
Bureau of Veterans’ Re- | 
employment Rights 19, 500 553 &, GAT 9, 000 3, 200 . O00 
Bureau of Apprenticeship 199, 836 24, SOS 75, 023 75, 000 9, 670 6, 300 
Defense production ac- 
tivities 152, 000 30, 806 21, 1§ 26, 000 , 000 20, O00 
Bureau of Employees { 
Compensation 152, 500 3, 500 i, 3, OOO 24, 830 
Bureau of Labor Statis- } 
ties 889, 350 . 350 440, 340, 000 200, 700 
Revision of Consumers’ Price | 
Index 98, 313 , 313 RS, . 000 5, 240 | 

Salaries and expenses | 
Women’s Bureau wa; i , 000 , 580 
Wage and Hour Division 22, 97, 525 549, 000 19, 350 


BREAKDOWN OF HOUSE CUTS 


Mr. Dopson. Now, the amount recommended by the House Appro- 
priations Committee approximates a 5-percent decrease in our request. 
We feel that while it would cause us to freeze positions, and force 
some savings, that we can get by with the cut that has been made by 
the House committee, but we feel that if we are forced to take this 
10-percent across-the-board cut which is contained in the general 
provisions of the bill, that that will be so drastic that it will interfere 
seriously with Bureau operations and general efficiency of the Depart- 
ment. 

Senator Cuavez. The situation seems to be such that the 10-percent 
over-all cut, you take in the Office of the Secretary, you are only 
short about $8,000. 

Mr. Dopson. That is right, but to make up $8,000 

Senator Cuavez. In the Office of the Solicitor, you are just short 
about $9,000 or $11,000, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, $4,000 
That is the Bureau of Labor Standards. The salaries and expenses, 
Bureau of Veterans’ Reemployment Rights, that is $1,800. 

Mr. Dopson. Well, we have 40 emplovees in the Bureau of Vet- 
erans’ Reemployment Rights, a small appropriation of $265,000 and 
to make up $1,800 at the close of the vear is a task to them that is 
serious. It might mean the closing of four field offices. 

Senator CHavez. In apprentic eship training, vou have the situation, 
too. 

Mr. Dopson. The same thing is also true in other instances of what 
appears to be small cuts, but I tried to explain that in making an 
$8,000 or $12,000 or $15,000 cut in appropriation, anywhere from 
$1 million to $2 million, near the close of the year, requires the laying 
off of a good many more people than is actually necessary of an annual 
basis because of the time to prepare the retention registers, the notice 
period to which they are entitléd, and then paying them for their 
terminal leave, and so that you really get to the month of June before 
you start really to make any money on the deficit. 
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Senator Cuavez. Are there not any of those different sections or 
bureaus there that could be cut 10 percent without any suffering by 
the taxpayer or the Government? 

Mr. Dopson. It is the third column which shows the amount 
actually required as the Bureau computed it on March 20, and they 
were instructed to compute it on the going current basis and not to plan 
for any new projects or any new work of any kind. 

Senator CHavez. That computation was based upon the increased 
salary. 

ABSORPTION OF PAY INCREASES 


Mr. Dopson. Yes, sir. You will notice in column 2, the amounts 
that we are absorbing, and every appropriation in the Department is 
absorbing some, but again when you look at the veterans- 

Senator Cuavez. You are absorbing it now based upon the com- 
mittee recommendation? 

Mr. Dopson. No, sir; at the beginning of the year when we pre- 
pared our estimates of Pay Act costs, we had sessions with the Bureau 
of the Budget along in October or November, and at that time the 
Budget Bureau forced us to make some absorption and in some cases, 
not many, we agreed to do some absorbing. But being perfectly frank, 
the majority of this absorption was directed to us by the Budget 
Bureau. 

Senator Cuavez. What more justification would the Bureau of the 
Budget force you to make some cuts, and not Congress, which has the 
responsibility? 

Mr. Dopson. Well, sir, at the beginning of a year, in October or 
November, the Budget Bureau took into consideration the changes in 
the leave law. They figured that the leave law was going to give us 
additional man-years of work, and so they figured what those man- 
years of work meant to each appropriation, and the vy have assessed us 
on that basis. That is the main reason that the Budget Bureau 
directed us to make savings. 

Senator Ecron. To what extent is it possible to distribute the work- 
load over the entire year, and do you have certain periods when you 
have an extra load that makes it difficult to make small absorptions 
like that? 

Mr. Dopson. Well, most of the programs in the Department are 
what I would call more or less programs operating on a plateau, but 
there are exceptions to that. You take those that operate on a plateau, 
those would be labor standards, the Bureau of Labor Statistics for 
example with its regular reporting of miscellaneous price indexes, and 
employment reports, and that is going along on a plateau practically 
throughout the year, although there may be some slight fluctuations, 
but the program that was just discussed prior to my being on the 
stand here, the Mexican farm labor program, that is a program that 
has peaks and valleys. The wage-and-hour program will not show 
any real fluctuations, because vou make a certain number of inspec- 
tions each month of the year and you go right along for the 12 months 
of the year at about the same level of operation. But on the whole, 
I would say that our programs are not the peak and valley type. 

Senator Ecron. It is pretty uniform. 

Mr. Dopson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you, Mr. Dodson. Did you insert all of 
the records that you wanted to insert? 

Mr. Dopson. Yes, sir. 
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I would like, Mr. Chairman, to have the Secretary’s letter inserted 
in the record and then have it backed up by the two financial state- 
ments that I have. 

Senator Cuavez. That has been inserted, Mr. Dodson. 

Mr. Dopson. That i is all that we have, sir. 

(On Tuesday, February 26, 1952, the following hearing was held 
which will be inserted in the record at this point:) 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


WILLIAM J. KENNEDY, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD; FRANK J. 
McKENNA, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER; GEORGE F. PUSACK, 
DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND BUDGET OFFICER; AND MICHAEL 
RUDISIN, BUDGET AND FISCAL ASSISTANT 


Obligations by activities 


Presently | Revised 
available | estimate 


| 
Difference 


Maintenance of accounts of employee earnings one 277 $692, 277 |. ps a 

2. Processing and certification for payment of initial claims. -- 3, 151, 313 3, 515, 626 +$364, 315 
3. Monthly recertification of awarded claims 675, 758 790, 748 | +114, 990 
. Reexamination of awarded claims elses ; 924, O67 | +924, 067 

5. Hearings and appeals. 41, 658 48, 178 | +6, 520 
}. Actuarial services 82, 517 139, 9O8 | +-57, 391 
. General administration. - - . 570, 285 | 588, 004 | +17, 719 

6, 698, 808 +1, 484, 000 
+368, 000 


Total obligations | 5, 213, 808 
Supplemental require i for pay increase — 368, 000 
Total available for obligation. 4, 845, 808 | " 698, 808 +1, 853, 000 


Obligations by objects 


Presently | Revised 


available estimate | Difference 


Object classification 


Total number of permanent positions 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees 


4 verage salaries and grades 

General schedule grades 
Average salary 
Average grade 


Personal services: 


Permanent positions 
Part-time and temporary positions 


Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 


Payment above basic rates 


Total personal services 
Travel__.. s 
T ransportation of things sian 


Communication services. .......-..- 


Rents and utility services 
Printing and reproduction - - 
Other contractual services 


Services performed by other agencies 


Supplies and materials. 
Equipment. ‘ 

Refunds, aw ards, and indemnities 
Taxes and assessments : 


Total obligations 
Supplemental required for pay increase 


Total available for obligation 


‘ 


1,040 | 
17 
1, 016 | 


| 
$4, 085 | 
GS-5.1 | 


$4, 090, 735 | 
39, 056 | 
15,771 | 
12, 162 | 


4,157. 724 | 
126, 819 | 
8,991 | 
38, 800 
311, 677 
51, 265 
90, 755 
330, 451 
64, 672 | 
27, 443 | 
400 | 
4,811 ! 
5, 213, 808 
—368, 000 |- 


seasons | 6, 698 


1, 226 | 
2x9 | 
1, 386 | 


$4, 028 | 
GS-5.0 


{ 


| 


$4, 428, 387 
545, 395 
18, 243 
467, 065 | 


| 
| 


+-$337, 652 
4-506, 339 

+2, 472 
+454, Os 


0 698, 808 =o[%s 41, 485,000 
808 | 
' 


5, 459, 090 | ee: 301, 36 


161, 269 | +34, 45! 
10,491 | +1, 50 
43, 060 +-4, 251) 

332, 390 | +20, 71 
57, 915 | +6, 650 

106, 855 | +16, 104 
390, 397 +59, MF 
79, 832 +15, 160 

+20, 340 

I 


| He, 823 
DAs 


—368, 000) 


+1, 853, 000 
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AMENDMENT OF RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT 


Senator Cuavrz. The committee will come to order. 

Will vou proceed, Mr. Kennedy? 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like 
to make a brief statement. 

Senator Cuavez. Proceed, please. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I am 
William J. Kennedy, Chairman of the Railroad Retirement Board. 

In considering the request of the Railroad Retirement Board for a 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1952, it should be 
noted that the amount appropriated for our administrative expenses 
does not decrease the general funds of the Treasury or add to the 
taxes of the general taxpayer because such appropriations are in fact 
authorizations to expend from the railroad retirement trust account. 
Therefore, the budget will not be affected by the amount of the sup- 
plemental administrative appropriations which this committee may 
approve for the Railroad Retirement Board. 

The need for a program supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
vear 1952 was occasioned by the enactment on October 30, 1951, of 
Public Law 234 amending the Railroad Retirement Act. The amend- 
ments made very important changes in the retirement and survivor 
benefit system which became effective immediately and were applicable 
not only to future claims, but to approximately 415,000 claims in 
current benefit payment status on enactment date. In addition to 
increasing the volume of claim receipts through the introduction of a 
supplemental benefit to spouses of retired tailehad workers, 85,000 of 
whom immediately became eligible for such benefits, the amendments 
added much greater complexity to the processing and payment of 
claims under the act, and required a substantial addition to the per- 
sonnel of the Board. 

Our additional requirements were estimated very conservatively and 
wherever possible some of ae additional expense was absorbed within 
the limits of the original 1952 appropriation. In estimating produc- 
tivity, due consideration was given to performance rates required by the 
10 percent reduction made by the Congress in amounts originally 
appropriated for personal services and anticipated production was 
increased accordingly. 

As required by the amended act, within the limits of accelerated 
apportionments of available appropriations approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget, the Board has proceeded as rapidly as possible with the 
enormous load of adjustments and increased claim receipts created by 
the amendments. Monthly payments to practically all beneficiaries 
on the rolls at enactment date have been adjusted at least to reflect 
the percentage increases which were granted, a substantial number of 
the new spouses benefits have been certified and placed in current 
payment status and a large volume of the more complex adjustment 
cases have been processed. 


PERSONNEL INCREASE 


To accomplish this, the retirement personnel of the Board has been 
increased from 999 on enactment date to 1,359 as of February 15— 
| 046 of these employees are working a 48-hour week during the period 
of the emergency, and others are working intermittent overtime, all 
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overtime amounting to an equivalent of 177 additional straight-time 
employees. 
ADDITIONAL AMOUNT OBLIGATED 


This already has resulted in the obligation through January 31, 
1952, of about $780,000 more than was contemplated in our original 
work plans for the fiscal year 1952. It is now quite definite that the 
maintenance of this peak effort through the months of February and 
March will result in the complete obligation of available appropria- 
tions by March 31, 1952, and that the full supplemental amounts re- 
quested will be required to complete our adjustment program and 
restore our pending load of current claims, which has almost doubled, 
to-a normal basis by the close of the fiscal year 1952. 

Failure to complete our program through insufficient appropria- 
tions for administrative expenses would result inevitably in nonpay- 
ment and unreasonable delays in payment of benefits to aged and dis- 
abled railroad workers, their aged spouses, and their widowed and 
orphaned survivors. 

I assure vou that we will continue to explore all possible avenues for 
administering the affairs of the Board in the most efficient and eco- 
nomical manner possible and should we be able to effect any savings 
in the amounts authorized as supplemental appropriations, they will 
be retained in the trust fund from which such amounts are to be 
derived. I appreciate your courtesy in hearing me, and I am now 
referring you to Mr. Frank J. McKenna, our chief executive officer, 
Mr. George F. Pusack, our Director of Finance, and Mr. Michael 
Rudisin, budget and fiscal assistant to Mr. Pusack, who will explain 
the Board’s budget request in detail. 

Senator CHavez. Thank you, Mr. Kennedy, for the statement. 
Let me ask you this question. 

Mr. KenneEpy. Yes, sir. 


LANGUAGE CHANGE REQUESTED 


Senator CHAvez. In the explanation of the language contained on 
page 6, you have the following: 


The provision in the language for the proposed supplemental for increasing the 
limitation in personal services from $3,799,724 contained in the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board appropriation Act, 
that is the limitation that was placed in the appropriation itself? 

Mr. Pusack. That is correct. 

Senator Cuavez. Has this committee authority now to increase it? 

Mr. Kennepy. I would think definitely so, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. This is not changing’ the law? 

Mr. Kennepy. No, sir. This is a straight out and out supple- 
mental appropriation. 

Senator CHavez. That can be made if the merits can be made under 
the authorization law as now contained in the statute? 

Mr. Kennepy. That would be my definite impression. 

Senator CHavez. It is a limitation as I understand on the 1952 
appropriation bill for this particular purpose. Here is a notation, Mr. 
Kennedy— ‘ 

Title 5 of the Railroad Retirement Board, salaries and expenses, Railroad 


Retirement Board trust fund for expenses necessary for the Railroad Retirement 
Board * * * authorized by section 16 of the act of August 2, 1946 
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and then— 


$5,066,904, of which not more than $4,010,820 shall be available for personal 
services. 

The limitation is not $3,799,000, but according to this $4,010,820. 

Mr. Pusack. There is a further amplification of that limitation in 
section 704, I believe. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right, and then, salaries and expenses, 
Railroad Retirement Board trust fund. 

Mr. Pusackx. Which reduces it to $3,799,724, Mr. Chairman. 
There is a question as to whether that language actually might be 
necessary in the supplemental, inasmuch as the limitation in the 1952 
Appropriation Act says no more than so much of the funds appro- 
priated by that act shall be used for personal services. 

Senator Cuavez. | think we have to change the language. 

Mr. Pusack. If it can be considered that this supplemental is an 
entirely different act, then the limitation in that act possibly could be 
deemed not to apply to our total general expenditures for personal 
services. 

Senator Cuavez. We will take that into consideration. 

Mr. Kennepy. | might say, Senator, that time is of the essence 
with us here, and as you know, we could not, in setting up our 1952 
appropriation, anticipate Public Law 234. 


BUDGET BUREAU APPROVAL 


Senator Cuavez. Of course, you have a Budget approval of this 
item. 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pusack. Yes, sir. We have an approval of this item. We 
also have an approval of an accelerated apportionment of the amounts 
made available under the 1952 Appropriation Act, to the extent that 
theoretically, and I believe actually, we will run out of obligational 
authority about March 31 of this year. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the situation in the House side? 

Mr. Pusackx. The House heard us yesterday. 

Senator CuHavez. Congressman Fogarty? 

Mr. Pusack. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. As Mr. Pusack points out, Mr. Chairman, by 
March 31, we will be out of funds. 

Senator Cuavez. I understand. Of course, we have to have the 
House act first anyway. 

Mr. Kennepy. | suggested to Mr. Fogarty, and I made a further 
suggestion to Mr. Cannon, for your information, that if there is any 
delay in the passage of this entire supplemental appropriation that 
is before you now, ours included with a number of others, we may 
have to ask the privilege of separating ours and putting in a joint 
House and Senate resolution to give it to us prior to March 31. 

Senator CHAavez. We will try to cooperate with you. 

Do you care to supplement’Mr. Kennedy’s statement? 

Mr. Kennepy. We will answer any questions you want, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. No; I think I understand what you want. 

Mr. Pusack. If I may, I have a brief summarizing informal state- 
ment that explains the supplemental. 

Senator CHavez. You may proceed. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Mr. Pusack. The need for a supplemental appropriation of $1.,- 
853,000 to ‘Salaries and expenses, Railroad Retirement Board (trusi 
fund)”’ arose through the enactment of Public Law 201 on October 24, 
1951, increasing the basic rates of compensation of Federal employees, 
and Public Law 234 on October 31, 1951, amending the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act. 

Senator Cuavez. That public law was enacted after we passed 
the regular appropriation? 

Mr. Pusack. Yes, sir; practically on the last day of the last session 
of the Eighty-first Congress. 


BREAKDOWN 


Of the total supplemental amount, $368,000 is attributable to in 
creased expenses under Public Law 201. The total additional expense 
to the Board under that act was estimated at $790,400, of which 
$68,000 was offset by savings attributable to the change in leave ac 
crual rates, and $354,400 was absorbed in presently available adminis- 
trative appropriations of the Board. 

The remaining amount of $1,485,000 for retirement program pur- 
poses is to cover increased expenses caused by Public Law 234. 

Senator CHavez. What is Publie Law 234? 

Mr. Pusack. That is the act which amended the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act. 

INCREASED WORKLOAD 


The general effects of the amendments to the Railroad Retirement 
Act on the workloads and expenses of the Board were threefold: (| 
they increased the basic workload volume of claim receipts and in-force 
payments; (2) they increased the complexity in processing; and (3 
they established an immediate necessity to process and certify for 
payment 85,000 claims of individuals who at once became eligible for 
the new spouses’ benefit and to effect approximately 697,000 miscel- 
laneous adjustments in benefit payments in force on enactment date 

Comparisons of work volumes, productivity, unit cost and total cost 
for 1951, original 1952 and 1952 as revised are given in tables 1, 2, and 
3 at pages 24 and 25 of the justifications. It will be noted that the 
cost of the miscellaneous adjustments carried under the nonrecurring 
activity, “Reexamination of awarded claims,”’ is estimated at $924,000 
The principal adjustments to be effected under this activity are briefly 
as follows: 


. 


. Process and certify claims for spouses’ annuities. __. _ $85, 000 

2. Recompute annuities on rolls to reflect percentage increases granted. 415, 000 

. Recompute annuities to credit service after age 65_ _- . 95, 000 

. Recompute annuities under social security minimum provisions _- - 154, 000 
5. Reecompute annuities of individuals with social security entitlement 

to eliminate credit for railroad service prior to Jan. 1, 1937__- . 32, 000 

Process and certify claims for widowers’ annuities 1, 000 


Total aes Paes Gi Ps 782, 000 
F The completion of the above program will require the examination 
offmany additional thousands of claims in order to identify the claims 
subject to the adjustments previously outlined. 
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CURRENT WORK OPERATIONS 


The increase of $561,000 in amounts required for current work 
oper is due principally to the following factors: 

An increase of $364,000 attributable to a net increase of over 
sara in claim receipts, as analyzed in table 4 at page 26 of the satis 
fication, and a decrease of about 7 percent in unit productivity due to 
increased complexity of adjudication caused by the amendments. 
Each current claim is subject to one or more of the provisions which 
required the nonrecurring adjustments already described in connection 
with payments in force at enactment date. 

An increase of $115,000 caused by an increase of 11 percent in 
claims payments to be made and a decrease of 11 percent in productiv- 
ity due to an increase in policing activities required under the amend- 
me nts. 

An increase of $57,000 to provide for the completion of about 
one-third of the so-called reimbursement studies required by section 

» (k) (2) of the amended act and to extend the scope of the fifth 
actuarial valuation so as to take into consideration the new provisions 
added by the amendments. 

4. An increase of $24,000 comprising $6,500 to handle an increased 
volume of appeals cases, and $17,500 for about four additional general 
service employees. 

Your attention is invited to the fact that in spite of the decreases 
in productivity which have been referred to, the 1952 estimated 
results on the supplemental basis in each measurable activity are more 
favorable than actual productivity attained in the fiscal vear 1951. 

Senator Cuavez. Now, Mr. Pusack, I think that at this point in 


the record we ought to have inserted some of the testimony given 
before this committee at the time that the appropriation bill was 
considered last year, with reference to the matters that you have 
been discussing. 

Mr. Pusack. Yes, sir. 


PAY INCREASES 


Senator CuHavez. In answer to a request of Senacor Hill, Mr. 
McKenna had this to say with reference to pending legislation on 
increased workload: 

In answer to Senator Hill (Mr. McKenna), subtitle, ‘“‘Pending Legislation 
Would Increase Workload.”’ 

We are also confronted with the distinct possibility of having additional legisla- 
tion to administer next year. There are hearings now being held in the Senate 
on the amendments to the Railroad Retirement Act. They are about to start 
now. Those amendments will require the expenditure of Very much more 
personnel effort than we have been called upon to use up to this point. Frankly 
they would be impossible to administer if we could not fill vacancies. 

Of course, aside from that is the fact that with the amendments our present 
appropriation is going to be much too small. We will probably need $800,000 or 
$1,000,000 more in order to take care of them. 


I notice in this particular bill part of the item of $368,000 is for the 
pay increases which would make Mr. McKenna’s estimate pretty 
much in line with the request that you are now making. 

Mr. McKenna. I might say this, Senator, at the time that I made 
the estimate, the bill was still in the committee, and there were 
numerous changes being discussed, and I think the increased amount 
is in good measure attributable to changes we had not anticipated. 
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Senator CHavez. Yes. But the point I was trying to make is that 
there is very little difference from the general estimate, and the 
amount requested in the supplemental bill. I think we understand it 

Thank you. 

(Thereupon, at 11 a. m., the subcommittee proceeded to other busi- 
ness. ) 

FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 
Bureau OF O_p-AGE AND Survivors INSURANCE 


Salaries and expenses, Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 


{ 
Presently | Revised 


Amounts available for obligation available estimate 


| Difference 


| 
| 
| 


Appropriation or estimate 
rransferred from Federal old-age and survivors insurance trust | 
fund ; $58, 000 000 + $327, 000 


Total appropriation or estimate 58, 000 | 327, 000 + 327,000 
Proposed supplemental due to pay increases ; 000 +1, 943, 000 
Reimbursements from non-Federal sources 5, 858 5, 858 


Total available for obligation 58, S58 10, 285, 858 +2, 270, 000 
Unobligated balance, estimated savings (transferred to Fed- 
eral old-age and survivors insurance trust fund) 


Total obligations 58, ¥), 285, 858 
OBLIGATIONS BY ACTIVITIES 
Direct obligations 


1, Maintenance of accounts of employee earnings 
2. Development, determination and certification for payment 
of claims for insurance benefits 
3. Recertification monthly of awarded claims 
4. Hearings and appeals 
Actuarial services 
6. Administration 


Total 58, 8! W), 285, 8! 27, OO 
Less proposed supplemental due to pay increases , 943, OO 


Total direct obligations fis, O15, 8! W), 285, 85 ~2 § Ow 
OBLIGATIONS BY OBJECTS 
Summary of personal services 


Total number of permanent positions 14, 37% , 585 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 4 
Average number of all employees 13, 876 3, 947 


Personal service obligations 
Permanent positions 0, 349, 50, 508, 876 
Part-time and temporary positions 9, 677 9, 677 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 192, 876 195, 854 
Payment above basic rates 535, 349 542, 232 | 


Total personal service obligations 51, 077, 6389 51, 346, 689 + 269, 000 


>. 

Direct obligations 
Personal services _. 51, 077, 639 Al, 346, 639 +269, 000 
Travel , 184, 662 , 189, 237 +4, 67° 
Transportation of things 158, 478 158, 478 | 
Communication services 411. 620 411, 620 
Rents and utility services__. ‘ , 203, 522 , 225, 860 +22, 33 
Printing and reproduction ; : , 382, 848 . 409, 076 +26, 22 
Other contractual services 254, 110 254, 110 
Supplies and materials , ta 751, 708 755, 757 +4, 049 
Equipment J 384, 071 384, 071 |... 
Taxes and assessments. _- . 150, 200 150, 910 | 


+710 
| ————_—- 


Subtotal | 59,958,858 | 60,285, 858 | +327, 000 
Less proposed supplemental due to pay increases. -- . —1, 943, 000 ..------| “$1,948, 000 


ee eS 
Total direct obligations hss dgas 58, 015, 858 60,285,858 | +2, 270,000 
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STATEMENT OF JACK S. FUTTERMAN, CHIEF, FISCAL MANAGE- 
MENT BRANCH, OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR, FEDERAL SECURITY 
AGENCY 


STATEMENT ON SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS 


Senator Cuavez. | think that I ought to repeat the statement 
that I made at the start of the hearings. Senator McKellar asked 
me to preside at this meeting, and this is a supplemental bill and | 
am speaking only for myself and I do feel, though, that in a general 
way the rest of the members of the committee will approve of my 
conclusions. 

Congress appropriates regularly for the Departments, when they 
make an appropriation bill. And that is over and we have supple- 
mental appropriations. I think the supplemental bills are necessary 
in Many instances for new conditions which arise, where there might 
be an emergency, where Congress might have taken some action 
that will change the idea of the items allowed in the regular appro- 
priation bill. I do hope that in making your statements you will 
have that in mind. 

I personally do not like supplemental bills, and if you are entitled 
to some money to carry out your duties, we ought to give it to you, 
but after Congress once gives you certain amounts of money, I think 
everything possible should be done to work, during the fiseal year, 
with that amount of money. If there are any new conditions, or new 
emergencies, or new laws, | think supplemental bills should consider 
your request. You may proceed, Mr. Futterman. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Mr. Furrerman. The Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
requires a supplemental appropriation of $2,207,000 for the fiscal year 
1952 to meet the needs of legislation enacted after passing of its regular 
1952 appropriation. The 1951 Federal employees’ pay increase, 
Publie Law 201, results in an increased requirement of $1,943,000, 
and the railroad retirement amendments of 1951, Public Law 234, 
increases the Bureau's needs by $327,000. 

Mr. Chairman, it is impossible for the Bureau to conduct the 
operations in the light of these additional legislations on the basis 
of the original appropriation. 

Senator Cuavez. You made that showing of need before us and 
before the appropriations committees last year. 

Mr. Furrerman. Yes, sir; these requirements, sir, are over and 
above the showing we made last year. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the reason for that? 


NEW LEGISLATION 


Mr. FurrermMan. The two pieces of legislation which were enacted 
after our appropriation was passed. 

Senator Cuavez. Did you in vour statement refer to the public 
laws? 

Mr. FurrerMan. Yes, sir. 

To Public Law 234, which is the railroad retirement amendments 
of 1951, and Public Law 201, which was the pay act increases. 
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PAY INCREASES 


The Bureau's full requirements for the pay raise would be com 
puted at $4,656,585. This averages about $335 for each of th: 
people the Bureau will have on duty on the average this year. | 
this total of $4,656,000, the Bureau is absorbing $2.71 3,000, or mor 
than 58 percent. In order to do this, the Bureau has had to plan on 
obtaining increased productivity from each of the employees on thi 
job. It has had to make curtailments and cut-backs in the opera 
tions, and it has had to defer some work. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT AMENDMENTS 


The railroad retirement amendments in 1951 in effect were also 
amendments to the Social Security Act. The Bureau requests funds 
to meet its responsibilities under these amendments. Similarly the 
Railroad Retirement Board is requesting funds for its own activities 

rt , ‘ *,* 
under the amendments. The Bureau’s requests for these additional 
duties $327,000 and this is necessary so that they may coordinat: 
record-keeping and claims activities with the Railroad Retirement 
Board as required by the provisions of the railroad retirement amend- 
ments in 1951. 

The request is necessary to currently perform the additional work 
which is now an integral part of the social security program. Post- 
ponement of this work will result in delays in benefit payments to 
eligible beneficiaries of the program. The deficiency appropriation 
request of $2,270,000 will enable the Bureau to maintain the standards 
of service, balanced so as to give responsible services to the public, 
with due consideration to costs. In this latter respect, the Bureau 
has throughout the vears maintained its standards of service and at 
the same time succeeded in reducing its manpower requirements to 
handle given amounts of work. Since 1941 the average productivit) 
per worker has increased 94 percent. To put it another way, the 
Bureau uses approximately 50 people to do an amount of work which 
in 1941 required 100 people. This record is not a matter of accident 
because the Bureau has always placed great emphasis on improving 
and simplifving operations in order to make the administration of the 
social security program as economical and as effective as possible. | 
do not hesitate to assure the Congress that the Bureau will continue 
z direct its efforts and its know-how toward this end, not only in this 
fiscal year but also in the years ahead. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Senator CHavez. Is this a restoration from the House cuts? 

Mr. Furrerman. Mr. Chairman, the request was for $2,270,000, 
and the House voted $2,100,000. 

Senator Cuavez. For both items? 

Mr. FurrermMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. And of course you appeared before the House on 
this particular item. 

Mr. FurrermMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. And notwithstanding that, was that the sub- 
committee or the full committee that cut you down? 

Mr. Furrerman. It is my waderstandiag that the subcommittee 
voted the $2,100,000. 





ti 


\ 
W 
0} 


tl 


W 


fu 


al 





THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 157 
EFFECT OF HOUSE CUT 


Senator Ecron. What would happen if you did not get the restora- 
tion? 

Mr. Furrerman. Well, we would not be able to staff up, sir, as 
we should. We have a deficiency apportionment of $58 million 
which Congress has already voted us for this year, and we are spending 
on the assumption that we will get $2,270,000, and that is the assump- 
tion behind the deficiency apportionment. 

Senator CHavez. Why is that an assumption after you knew 
exactly how much money you had in hand to earry out the work for 
the fiscal vear 1952? 

Mr. FurrermMan. Congress has given to the Bureau of the Budget 
the responsibility and authority to apportion appropriated funds on a 
deficiency basis when legislation has been passed after the appropria- 
tion was granted, and we did get this deficiency apportionment from 
the Bureau of the Budget, and we have been operating on that basis. 
lf we don’t get the full amount, we will have to curtail for the re- 
mainder of the year the plans upon which we have been working. I 
might say that our second-half workloads — 

Senator Cuavez. What bill contained that provision by Congress 
that the Bureau of the Budget could go into deficiencies spending? 

Mr. Furrerman. The 1951 omnibus bill, sir, section 1211, which 
was the last legislation on that, | think. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that continuing authority, and your work now 
ison 1952 appropriations? Is that right? 

Mr. FurrermMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. But the authority, the so-called legal authority, 
was contained in the 1951 appropriation. 

\Mr. Furrerman. It is a continuing piece of legislation. 

Senator Cuavez. I wish, Mr. Clerk, that you would show that to us. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


Sepator Ecron. I am trying to find out what were the reasons for 
the House committee taking the action they did; in the report here 
they say the committee believes that the relatively small reduction 
of $170,000 will not interfere with the expeditious handling of this 
Bureau’s work. ‘That is why I asked you what would happen or 
what would you have to curtail if you did not get this restoration. 

Mr. Furrerman. To put it simply, we would not be able to hire 
ipproximately half of the people that we would require for the rail- 
road retirement amendment, which was an additional work imposed 
upon the Bureau this fiscal year. 

Senator Ecron. And would that create a backlog in your work and 
the work would pile up? 

Mr. FurrermMan. It would tend to, yes. 

Senator Ecron. And it would necessitate a postponement to a 
future date, until you could do it? 


WORKLOAD 


Mr. FurrerMan. That is right, sir, and it would slow down the rate 
al which we could handle this workload, and I might say that in the 
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second half of this fiscal year, 1952, our workloads are due to increase 
about 8 percent over the first half. In addition to this railroad retire- 
ment amendment workload which will hit us and is hitting us now, we 
are being hit by a very heavy workload from the 1950 social-security 
amendments which appear for the first time— self-employed people are 
filing their income tax and now for the first time we are getting social- 
security returns from over 5 million self-employed people. 

Senator Ecron. You have not had any of that before? 

Mr. FurrerMan. We are beginning to feel that now, and so we will 
need staff to-handle that load, as it hits us. 

Senator Ecron. Previously you did not have those applications, 
those 5 million applications to process. 

Mr. FurrermMan. That is right, sir, and this is the first time that we 
will have or be recording wages for self-employed people under the 
Social Security Act. 

Senator Ecron. I think that those things are importarft, to get them 
in here, so that we can understand the problem. 

Mr. Furrerman. I think that they are, too. 

Senator Ecron. So that it will help justify your request. Other- 
wise, they look at what you had last vear, and they say ‘Well, oy 
got along all right, what is the big idea?” You know, after all, 
think the chairman agrees with me that the House of “pth all 
are the ones who are supposed to be in control of the purse strings, 
and they are supposed to do the appropriating, and whenever the 
Senate committee, or the Senate Appropriations Committee makes 
material increases in the House appropriations, we have got to have a 
fully good reason or we cannot justify it. 


ANTIDEFICIENCY LAW EXCEPTION 


Senator Cuavez. The legal authority, Senator Ecton, that Mr 
Futterman is discussing, was contained in the omnibus appropriation 
bill of 1950 for the appropriation bill of 1951, and reads as follows. 
section E (1) 

No apportionment or reapportionment which in the judgment of the offic 
making such apportionment or reapportionment, would indicate a necessity for a 
deficiency or supplemental estimate shall be made, except upon a determinatio: 
by such officer that such action is required because of, (a) any laws enacted sub- 
ject to the transmission to the Congress of the estimates for an appropriatio: 
which requires expenditures beyond administrative control. 


You are basing your application for the supplemental item upon 
that so-called authority. 

Mr. FurrerMan. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I understand that that 1s considered to be a per- 
manent law. 

Thank you, Mr. Futterman. 

Mr. FurrermMan. Thank vou, gentlemen. 
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SurpLus Property Disposau 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


'v —& STATEMENT OF CHESTER B. LUND, DIRECTOR OF SURPLUS 
re 8 PROPERTY DISPOSAL, FDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


JUSTIFICATION 


ll Senator Cuavez. First we will insert in the record the justification 
' for surplus property disposal of the Federal Security Agency. 

Is (The justification follows: ) 

ve Surptus Property Disposat, FepreRAL Security AGENCY 


he 


Amounts available for obligation 


‘Th | } 
Presently Revised : 
| J rence 
| available estimate | Difference 
ey Appropriation or estimate $90, 000 $129, 000 +$39, 000 
E : Proposed supplemental due to pay increases __ 7,000 +7, 000 
eC) Reimbursements from other accounts. 
® | 
. . , > | = z 
Total available for obligation... ......--. 7 90, 000 136, 000 +-46, 000 
es ' 
U's, 5 7 
Obligations by activities 
lt 
ces 
Presently Revised esti- , 
at available mate Difference 
Surplus property disposal $97, 000 $136, 000 +39, 000 
Revised supplemental required for pay increases 7, 000 +7, 000 
Total available for obligation 90, 000 136, 000 +46, 000 


} ‘ ‘ ‘ 
i Obligations by objects 
Vs 
; *rese ly Revised oa 
Object classificati Present vevVISeG ‘fference 
so ject classification vailable estimate Difference 
rea oe 7 
ion lotal number of permanent positions 14 46} 32 
mF Average number of all employees 14 19 5 
l . 
te) General schedule grades 
Average salary $6, 131 $5, 509 
Average grade 8.7 8.4 
OT : ; ; : 
Personal services obligations: 
Permanent ‘positions $83, 484 $112, 165 $28, 681 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 321 433 112 
yey : Total personal service obligations 83, 805 112, 598 28, 793 
01 Personal services... &3, 805 112, 598 28, 793 
02 Travel 9, 000 10, 300 1,300 
03 Transportation of things 750 750 
04 Communications 3, 105 4, 068 063 
05 Rents and utilities 
06 Printing and reproduction : 500 800 300 
07 Other contractual services ‘ 150 1, 000 850 
08 Supplies and materials 440 735 | 295 
09 Equipment 5, 749 5, 749 
18 Refunds, awards and indemnities 
15 Taxes and assessments 
Total obligations_- 97, 000 136, 000, 39, 000 
Revised supplemental required for pay increases —7, 000 +7, 000 
Total available for obligation chdesbwnwuken nue 90, 000 136, 000 46, 000 


97036—52——11 
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Detail of personal services 


Presently Revised 


available estimate Difference 


Num-| Total |Num-| Total |Num-| Total 
ber salary ber salary | ber salary 


Departmental: General schedule grades: 
GS-14. Range $9,600 to $10,600: Coordinator . _- $10, 200 $10, 200 
GS-13. Range $8,360 to $9,360 
Chief, Real Property . 9, 160 9, 160 
Chief, Personal Property 8, 960 8, 960 
Chief, Compliance Branch 8, 360 
GS-12. Range $7,040 to $8,040: Realty officer 7,040 
GS-7. Range $4,205 to $4 4,205 
GS-6. Range $3,7 f 17 ! 4,170 
GS-5. Range $3,410 to $4,160 3, 785 3, 785 
) 


GS-4. Range $3,175 to $3,655 3 Q AON q 9, 525 


, 525 525 
Total permanent, departmental f 36, 275 5, 405 j 29, 130 
Deduct lapses ‘ ; , 496 3. § 19, 045 


Net permanent, departmental (average num- 
ber, net salary { . 2 10, O85 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 3 . 39 


All personal services, departmental ‘ 5, 10, 124 


Field: General schedule grades 
GS-13. Range $8,360 to $9,360: Regional represen- 
tative 3 27, 5, 000 
GS-11. Range $5,940 to $6,940: Assistant regional 
representative } 35, 640 i 35, 640 
GS-9. Range $5,060 to $5,810: SPU assistant : 5, 180 é 15, 180 
GS-7. Range $4,205 to $4,955 y ‘ , 910 
GSH. Range $3,795 to $4,545 ‘ 1 3, 795 
GS+4. Range $3,175 to $3,655 } 9, d 42,630 | 10 33, 250 


Total permanent, field 4 35 192,155 | 26 142, 590 


Deduct lapses of 22. 24,899 | 22.6 123, 994 


Net permanent, field iverage number 


t 
salary ‘ 2. 3 i7, 256 3.4 18, 506 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 260 73 


All personal services, field 7, 516 18, 669 


Personal services ‘ 2, 598 28, 793 


SURPLUS PROPERTY UTILIZATION, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


1952 supplemental— New positions to be added 


Number of 


positions Gross annua! 


Compliance Branc 
ional representative 
oureer 
stant recional representatives 
Irplus »roverty assistant 
Administrative assistant 


Secretary 


Total permanent 
Deduct lapses 


Total personal services 
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Mr. Lunp. I will try to make this very brief, because the amount 
is not very large, and I was afforded a generous portion of time at the 
previous hearings so that most of the information has been made 
available. 

As you know, this request relates to the surplus property disposal 
program as identified under c hapter 4, H. R. 6947, and the act involves 
$40,000. We asked for more, though this is not an appeal but rather 
a very brief presentation of what we are doing in the program. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE ACTION 


Senator Cuavez. Before you proceed, of course you made your 
showing before the House committee? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. And the amount was allowed? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. The estimate was $46,000, and they allowed you 
$40,000. 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. What is your point now, to see that we at least 
agree to that? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. You had better make it short. 


WORK UNDER REDUCED BUDGET 


Mr. Lunn. All right, sir. As you know, last year we were reduced 
approximately 70 percent in our budget, and almost simultaneously 
with this drastic reduction the work volume was increased, because 
of defense demands on the recovery side of the program. Since that 
time on this reduced budget, we have been requested by govern- 
mental agencies to renegotiate and recapture property previously 
allocated for health and educational purposes in the amount of $100 
million. That has been done. On the machine-tool recovery pro- 
gram as of this date, we have recaptured tools and placed them back 
either into industry or the armed services to the extent of $1,342,498. 

Senator CHAavez. What are the mechanics used by the agency to 
do that? How do you go about it? 

Mr. Lunp. We canvass in cooperation wth the State surplus 
property installation all of the schools and public health institutions 
where property has been placed, and then work with the Allocations 
Board in NPA in screening against their needs, and then the tool is 
allocated by that board either back into a defense contractor, or 
taken by the armed services for some production over which they 
have direct supervision. 

Senator Cuavez. Let me see if I understand you. A school in 
district A was a recipient of surplus property, say hospitals, or any 
other kind of surplus property, and they in good faith obtained 
possession of that under the law. The defense authorities think they 
need that property back, and now what rights do the school district 
have in that matter? 

Mr. Lunp. On machine tools and other property, it is placed in a 
school for the purpose of public benefit for a 4-year period. If those 
tools have been used for that 4-year period, the schools would have 
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title to that property. However, the schools are in the main interested 
even though they have been placed in such use in helping the Federal 
Government to recover the types of tools needed, and we have re- 
covered those tools. Now, on the real property side we have an agree- 
ment that runs for an average of 20 years in which the property may be 
recaptured for governmental use at any time within that period. 
Does that answer your question? 

Senator CHavez. Yes; it does. 


MONTHLY ALLOCATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. Lunp. In addition to this we are allocating currently other 
types of property running at about the rate of $3 million per month. 
We have through the compliance section of the program—where 
there has been default in property utilization—recaptured for the 
Federal Treasury up to now $255,000. In other words, we are cur- 
rently returning to the Treasury in excess of 3 to 1 for every dollar 
invested in this program. 


REASON FOR SUPPLEMENTAL 


Now, we are asking for this small supplemental because we do not 
feel we can longer ask our staffs to continue with their overtime work 
on an uncompensated basis, that is item 1; but more important than 
that we are unable to service all of the requests that we receive—we 
know our compliance program is not being adequately carried out, 
and we are afraid that the criticisms will be leveled against this agency, 
and the Government itself if this situation is permitted to continue. 
We have cases where there is noncompliance, improper utilization of 
property. If we are in no position to do anything about it we are 
vulnerable to criticisms and then there are investigations by FBI, and 
investigations by other departments of Government which in them- 
selves are much more costly than if we had a small amount of money 
to do this work adequately. 


INSTANCES OF IMPROPER UTILIZATION OF PROPERTY 


Senator Ecron. What are some of the types of miscellaneous 
misplaced utilization, for instance? 

Mr. Lunn. Let me give you a current specific situation in one State 
where there was a new school superintendent, and they had an air- 
plane, that they had used only partially. He was not aware of the 
fact that the title remained in the Government and he proceeded to 
sell it. We just don’t have even the means to go out and to check, 
because we haven’t sufficient travel, nor have we sufficient personnel. 
We have three men to cover the United States and three men in the 
Washington office. It is a physical impossibility to do the work 
required. I am fearful that not only the agency but the whole Gov- 
ernment will be severely criticized for not protecting its interest. On 
that basis, I sincerely hope for favorable consideration. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank-you, sir. 

Senator Ecron. Now you just have three men to check.the entire 
United States? 
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Mr. Lunp. The United States, and Alaska and Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico. Hawaii is a very important point because there is a good deal 
of machine-tool equipment in that area, thousands of dollars’ worth. 


TOOLS AND EQUIPMENT TO EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 


Senator Ecron. Have these tools and equipment been put out on 
schools or have there been other institutions that have received them? 

Mr. Lunn. Tools go generally only to schools and let us say there 
is a hospital that has a shop for the maintenance of a hospital. They 
would be eligible to receive, but in the main those tools have gone to 
educational institutions, 

Senator Ecron. That is colleges, universities, high schools, public 
schools. 

Mr. Lunp. Public schools, rural schools, parochial schools, and we 
have distributed to more than 105,000 individual schools in the United 
States. 

Senator Ecron. How many of them now that appears to be in non- 
compliance, and what I mean is what percentage of them live up to 
their contracts? 

Mr. Lunp. I would say the great majority of institutions make 
proper use of property. Because of lack of staff I can give you only 
fairly accurate figures in limited areas. We have not staff enough to 
review all of our compliance reports that come in from the schools 
we have checked on one area, that of airplanes, for example, and we 
estimate that we have about a 33-percent compliance problem. 

Senator Ecron. It would appear to me that you are dealing with 
a pretty highly intelligent clientele, and I should think that most of 
them would be capable of realizing that they are part of the Govern- 
ment themselves, and therefore should be sufficiently interested in 
doing the right thing to see that they stayed in compliance without 
being checked. 

Mr. Lunp. We would not challenge the integrity of the school 
officials. One of the reasons why this has become such a problem is 
that property has been allocated heretofore under many different 
property acts, some was given outright, some was given with restric- 
tions, some was sold at a discount, and the schools have become con- 
fused as to what property belongs under what law. Another very 
important area that takes tremendous time is real property, rewriting 
of deeds, and contracts, and all of that kind of thing, in the recapture 
process, this program runs into millions of dollars. 


RECAPTURED PROPERTY 


Senator Ecron. This amount that you designated as being re- 
captured and returned to the Treasury, is that in actual dollars and 
cents or is that in value of the property? 

Mr. Lunn. When I gave you the $100 million recapture figure it 
is in the value of the property. The amount of dollars returne d to the 
Treasury is $255,000 in cash. That is since the beginning of the last 
fiseal year, so that has run only for roughly 7 months. 

Senator Cuavez. Was that the value of the $100 million, the value 
assessed by the Surplus Property Agency at the time that they gave 
it away to the school districts? 
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Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir; the Government’s regulations, and we have been 
following the standard pattern, is that when we estimate that $100 
million, that is the cost of that property to the Government, and we 
carry that same acquisition cost through. Now, there are severa! 
interesting factors in it. One piece of property, for example, would 
now now, because of deterioration of buildings, be worth what it was 
before, but in many cases land values have gone up excessively, so 
that there is an offsetting factor. We would say that the estimated 
real value of that $100 million carried would be about half to 60 per- 
cent of the true value. 

Senator Young. You spoke of an airplane, and you do not intend to 
recover that, do you? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Young. It is an old plane, is it not? 

Mr. Lunp. That is right, but since those were distributed values 
have changed—this field really requires attention. We have no facts 
but we have indications that some planes have been acquired by 
persons who are trying to peddle them outside of the United States 
to our enemies, and we also know of sales of these ships to unlicensed 
operators, and we know that we can recover. 

Senator Youne. May I ask another question: What would you 
do with this old airplane? The Government has thousands of them 
sitting around airfields all over the world. We have destroyed many 
of them over in Germany. In 1947, I visited an airfield where some 
2,000 were destroyed. What would you do with these old airplanes 
in this country, except store them at some airfield? 

Mr. Lunp. The picture has changed very considerably in the last 
18 months. Our current policy is when we give it to a school that 
they must use it, and if they don’t use it we give it to another school 
or reduce it to scrap or parts that are needed for educational purposes. 
We are now at a point where we want to recommend a policy of sale 
of that material not in use for the reason that it can bring some 
returns to the Government. For example, we have some planes 
that are not of much value in the teaching field, but for which there 
is a parts demand. A ship that a school bought for $500 can be sold 
for $5,000 today, and we believe we should recover the difference from 
that which the school has invested in it, if it isn’t making adequate 
use of the plane, to recover the difference to return to the United 
States Treasury. 

Senator Youne. Do you have to send a man into the field to do 
the job? 

Mr. Lunp. No, but he would have to set up a procedure, and you 
see you have to go through a public bids procedure, you have to be 
assured that the thing is in proper order. We would authorize sale 
only to the highest bidder on public sale. 


REQUEST OF AGENCY 


Senator Younac. I am amazed that you have to come in here with 
a plea for an additional $6,000. 

Mr. Lunp. I am not, sir. 

Senator Younc. You want just the amount that the House gave 
you? 

Mr. Lunp. That is correct. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 
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Derense Community FAcILItIeEs AND SERVICES 


I, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND 
OPERATING EXPENSE 
Hospital, health, 
facilities 
Children’s Bureau, day care func- 
tions 
Office of the Administrator 


Subtotal 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


STATEMENT OF RUFUS E. MILES, Jr., ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR DEFENSE ACTIVITIES; M. ALLEN POND, PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE, AND JOHN L. THURSTON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Distribution by activities, 1952 and 19538 


1952 appropriated 


Positions 


and sanitary | 


34 


Amount 


$150, 


1952 allo- 
cation, 
amount 


‘ 
000 


2 1 5, 520 


25 


61 


94, 


250, 000 


480 


Proposed supplemental, 1952 


House 


953 allocatior 
i allocation allowance 


Positions, Amount 


$330, 000 0 


35, 000 0 
170, 000 0 


535, 000 0 


ll. GRANTS, LOANS, AND DIRECT 
FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION 


Facilities: 
. Health centers : 0 0 
2. Hospitals | 0 | $4,000, 000 5, 
3. Water plants , 250, 000 2, 200, 000 1, 
. Sewage planus (includ- 
ing interceptors) 2, 600, 000 3, 600, 000 
5. Refuse disposal projects 150, 000 200, 000 
6. Recreation facilities | 0 0 
Services: 1. Recreation serv- | | 
ices - . 0 0 : 0} 0 


(a) i 
000 0 
000 | $1, 500,000 
000 1, 250, 000 


300, 
700, 
950, 


6, 048, 
217, 


1,000, 


000 1, 100, 000 
000 150, 000 
000 | 0 


4, 000, 000 000 15,215,000 | 4,000,000 


10, 000, 


Subtotal 


Total. 4, 250,000 | 10,000, 000 750,000 | 4,000, 000 


! Subject to authorization by Congress. 


HOUSE ACTION 

Senator Youne. I would suggest that the witness state at the outset 
if he is satisfied with the House action. 

Senator Cuavez. The House has this to say: 

Defense community facilities and services.—The committee is recommending $4 
million for this activity, which is a reduction of $21,750,000 from the amount re- 
quested. All requested funds for recreation facilities, day-care functions, and 
additional administrative expenses are disallowed. 

That is on page 8 of the bill, Senator. 

You may proceed, Mr. Miles. We will have your statement inserted 
and will you tell us why you fhink the House action should not stand? 

(Data submitted by Mr. Miles follow:) 


STATEMENT OF Rurus E. Miusgs, Jr., Asststant ADMINISTRATOR FOR DEFENSE 
Activities, Frpprat Securiry AGENCY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, late last summer, the Congress 
enacted the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act of 1951 
to aid certain communities which were already or might become severely over- 
burdened by defense activity. Just before its adjournment last fall, the Congress 
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made initial appropriations of $4,250,000 to the Federal Security Agency for 
water and sewage treatment and refuse-disposal facilities to take care of those 
cases where the need was most pressing. We are now appearing before you to 
present the case as it appears today. 

You may recall that the act, Public Law 139, requires that in order to be 
eligible for designation as a critical defense-housing area, a community must have 
(1) a new or reactivated or substantially expanded defense plant or installation, 
(2) substantial in-migration of defense workers or military personnel, and (3) a 
substantial shortage of housing or community facilities or services. Since last 
fall, the Director of Defense Mobilization, Mr. Charles E, Wilson, has designated 
166 areas as meeting these criteria. That means that in every one of these critical 
defense-housing areas, initial steps have been taken by the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency to help the community obtain more housing—either temporary 
or permanent housing—so as to provide necessary living accommodations for 
defense workers or military personnel and their families. In some of these com- 
munities the necessary number of additional houses can be built without severely 
overtaxing existing water and sewage-disposal facilities, and other types of com- 
munity facilities, but in many communities it is clearly necessary to expand 
existing facilities or build new facilities if any substantial number of new homes or 
even temporary housing accommodations are to be built. That is where the 
Federal Security Agency comes in. 

To the extent that these communities cannot by themselves provide certain 
community facilities and services which may be clearly required if the defense 
program is not to be impeded, the Federal Security Agency is authorized to make 
loans or grants to the communities. The purposes for which the Federal Security 
Ageney is authorized under the act to make such loans and grants are water- 
purification plants, sewage-treatment facilities, refuse-disposal facilities, hospital 
and health facilities and services, recreation facilities and services, and day-care 
facilities and services, although funds appropriated to date are limited to the 
first three types of facilities. 

Let me describe to you briefly what has happened since the initial appropria- 
tion was made last November 1. Last fall $4 million was appropriated to be used 
for loans and grants to communities for waterworks, sewage-treatment works, 
and refuse-disposal facilities, and $250,000 was appropriated for administrative 
expenses. We went to work immediately and secured key personnel to help us 
develop the basie plans and policies and procedures. In close collaboration with 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency, we developed joint application forms and 
joint procedures, since HHFA has responsibility under the act for the provisions 
of the sewer and water lines and certain other facilities which tie in with the com- 
munity facilities for which we have responsibility. An experienced sanitary 
engineer has been detailed by the Public Health Service to the Housing and Home 
Finance Ageney to effect the closest possible liaison on this program. By the 
beginning of the year we had these applications in the hands of local communities. 
These applications required both the detailed description of the projects involved 
and detailed statements of the financial conditions of the communities involved, 
By the end of January and the early part of February we had reccived the first 
formal applications from the communities. The first applications received 
gave evidence of hurried preparation and in almost all cases it was necessary to 
return them to the communities to obtain missing information. In every instance 
we have had to enter into a discussion of application revisions in order that each 
project would be realistic and of reasonable scope consistent with health needs. 
This activity has been reflected in the reduction of the scope of the projects and 
in the amount and form of aid requested. 

We have undertaken to follow closely the clear intent of the Congress that we 
should examine each community situation carefully and make sure that the 
amounts loaned or granted should not exceed what the community itself was 
clearly unable to bear, and should not exceed that portion of the cost of any 
community facilities which could clearly be ascribed to the defense impact. To 
do this requires careful analysis of each community situation. During the 
month of February and early March we have been completing these community 
analvses for a number of communities and arriving at our final determinations. 
Within the next few days we shall be ready to announce the approval of several 
projects. The amounts will in every case be lower than the requests made by 
the communities, but they are, we confidently believe, adequate to meet the 
costs which the community could not otherwise afford to bear. We feel sure 
that such care in the expenditure of Federal appropriations justifies the provision 
by Congress for the technical staff devoted to the consideration of the extent and 
character of need on the part of these 166 defense areas for Federal loans or grants. 


i, in sm ae 


on 


ae tt ti a oe ee 
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Mr. Chairman, I should like to describe what happens in these defense areas 
when they become overburdened by defense activity. When a big new defense 
plant is built in an area, or an army camp is built or reactivated, thousands of 
additional men, women, and children come into the area—not all at once, but 
gradually. The first weeks and months of in-migration can be absorbed in the 
community or communities fairly easily. There are usually some vacant houses. 
There are always vacant rooms which can be rented. Some families may bring 
trailers. Unfortunately, we have no good way of measuring the absorptive 
capacity of communities to accommodate additional people on a temporary basis. 
If we did, many of our planning problems would be easier. While the community 
or communities in a given defense area are being filled up to the brim, so to speak, 
a visitor gets the impression that the community is getting along surprisingly 
well and does not have much to worry about. But when a community finally 
reaches the brim and starts spilling over it may be in for various kinds of real 
trouble, ranging from a very definite slow-down of a defense plant because of the 
fact that they just can’t get enough workers, to a fairly general lowering of com- 
munity morale because of poor helath, welfare, and social conditions of defense 
workers and military personnel and their families. The purpose of this act is 
to prevent things from getting into such a state in these defense areas, rather than 
waiting until conditions are intolerable and then trying to correct them. It is 
too late then to prevent breakdowns in production schedules. 

During the past year these defense communities have been filling up. We 
haven’t been able to tell precisely where the brim of each of them is. The fact 
which we must bear in mind is that we must continue to pour many thousands 
upon thousands of additional people into these defense areas if we are to achieve 
the defense production goals which the Nation has set for itself. We must either 
help some of these communities enlarge their capacity to take additional workers 
or the communities are not going to be fit places for the workers to live. I feel 
sure that it is the desire of the Congress that we should help some of these com- 
munities to enlarge their capacity to absorb the necessary new workers and 
dependents of servicemen, rather than waiting until living conditions are im- 
possible. That seems clearly to have been the reason for the passage of Public 
Law 139. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to enter in the record at this point a table which 
shows the numbers and types of community facilities projects which are needed 
in those defense communities on which we have current information. The table 
also shows the estimated total cost of these projects and that portion of the total 
for which Federal loans and grants will be needed. You will note that the total 
comes to $65,943,000 of which $44,994,000 are estimated to be needed in the 
form of Federal loans and grants. In other words, the current need for Federal 
funds is about one and one-half times as great as the $29,215,000 contained in 
the President’s budget request, including the $4,000,000 already appropriated. 

Officials of the Public Health Service are here to tell you in as much detail as 
vou care to have, the extent and character of the need for the health facilities. 
[ should simply like to emphasize a few highlights of the health and related 
problems. 

The need for sanitary engineering works is tied directly to the provision of 
defense housing. You gentlemen are well aware that safe water in adequate 
amounts must be available if the housing now being built is to be occupied 
promptly upon its completion. Similarly, sewage treatment plant needs are tied 
to housing construction. This means that water and sewage treatment plants 
in Many communities must be built or enlarged at the same time that the housing 
is being built. The purification plant construction must be geared to the water 
and sewer line construction program (which is now the responsibility of the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency) and bears a definite relationship to it. If the 
plants aren’t ready at the same time the housing is, either serious health problems 
will result or the housing can’t be occupied. 

On Monday of this week the first application for such sanitary engineering 
facilities was approved—a grant by the Public Health Service of $132,650 to the 
Marietta-Cobb County, Ga., Water Authority. Applications now on hand at 
headquarters or being reviewed in the regions involve requests for Federal aid 
in the amount of nearly $5,000,000. Furthermore, we know that 44 additional 
applications are in preparation in 27 critical areas. A conservative estimate 
of the probable Federal share of these 44 sanitary engineering projects is 
$10,915,000. 

In addition to the applications already on hand or in preparation, it is evident 
from inquiries from many other municipalities that additional applications will be 
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prepared in many of them as soon as necessary preliminary engineering planniny 
can be completed. 

In the hearings before the House, I pointed out that no funds had been made 
available either for hospital surveys or for hospital construction under Public 
Law 139. Lack of staff has made it impossible to do intensive field studies of 
hospital bed needs in more than a handful of areas. These include Paducah, Ky.: 
Savannah River; Wichita, Kans.; San Diego, Calif.; Bucks County, Pa.: and 
Patuxent, Md. On the basis of these six surveys, for which present staff of the 
Public Health Service Hospital Facilities Division were borrowed, the volume 
of work which would require Federal grants under Public Law 139 amounts to 
over $12,000,000. I want to emphasize that this figure represents the anticipated 
need for Federal financial assistance in just six critical defense areas about which 
we have relatively full information. These communities were picked for study 
because they seemed to have substantial needs. 

Office analysis of hospital data in 63 other critical areas reveals that 50 of them 
have no recognizable shortages of medical care facilities attributable to defense 
impact. This, I believe, Mr. Chairman, is an encouraging sign. However, in 
the remaining 13 areas existing facilities cannot cope with present influx in 
addition to foreseeable population increases. Thus, the total number of beds 
needed in 19 areas approaches 1,000. 

It is estimated that the average costs of constructing and equipping hospitals 
will be $20,000 per bed. This figure is higher than the average under the Hill- 
Burton program. This is due to the fact that these projects will be mostly 
additions to existing structures and bed costs for additions have averaged higher 
than bed costs on completely new facilities. Other factors tending to increase 
bed costs are the inelusion of Anchorage, Alaska, and the fact that most of this 
construction will be in areas with tight labor markets. Thus, $7,500,000 will be 
needed for hospital bed construction in the 13 areas. I referred to and $12,000,000 
needed for hospital projects in the 6 areas more intensely surveyed. The total 
cost, therefore, is $19,500,000. Of this total, it is estimated that $17,500,000 in 
Federal aid would be required. 

Public Law 139 requires that assistance for the construction of health facilities 
be made only where the situation cannot be adequately met under the Hill-Burton 
program. To effect maximum economies, the staff administering the Hill-Burton 
program will be utilized wherever possible to administer the hospital portion of 
the new program. However, unless augmented, the present Hill-Burton staff 
cannot cope with the many problems resulting from this added program without 
seriously jeopardizing the administration of our continuing program. 

While I do not wish to overemphasize its relative importance in comparison 
with health needs, I would like to comment upon the need for certain minimum 
recreation facilities for which we estimate $1,000,000 to cover only the most 
urgent projects. The funds requested here for recreation purposes have little or 
nothing to do with the luxuries and frills of life. People who live in good homes 
or nice apartments can relax where they live. Defense workers and military 
personnel who have no opportunity to relax in normal home atmosphere—who 
come back after a hard day’s work to a cot in a bare barracks room—need some 
decent recreation. If they are in the Army they can’t quit, but they can be 
mighty unhappy. If they are working for the du Pont Co. on the Savannah 
River project of the Atomic Energy Commission, they can quit and I am con- 
vinced that many of the 7,500 who are scheduled to live in bare barracks rooms 
and 4,000 trailers will quit and thus run up the cost of the project if they get. 
“fed up’’ with the abnormal type of life which they will have to live if no decent 
recreation is provided. Most businessmen know that a small investment in the 
minimum amenities of life for their workers pays handsome dividends. That is 
the purpose and the theory behind the small investment of $1,000,000 for recrea- 
tion in this estimate. Our detailed justifications show more fully where and how 
these funds would be spent. 

Day care is related to the manpower needs of the local community. This 
estimate indicates that we plan to work with the State departments of health and 
welfare in developing improved day-care programs. These should help materially 
in tight labor-market areas to reduce absenteeism and turn-over. Whether the 
communities will make adequate effort to deal with the problems of providing 
services for children while their mothers are working is a matter of conjecture. 
We think that with a minimum of leadership and guidance fromthe Federal! 
Government—a staff of three professional and two clerical people—the States and 
communities can be aided a great deal in utilizing and strengthening their own 
resources in order that some decent day-care facilities are provided in the most 
important of the critical areas. 
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While we have not estimated that any funds will be used for direct loans or 
grants to communities for day-care purposes, I urge that we should be permitted 
to use a small part of this appropriation for such purposes if we find very urgent 
situations which cannot be solved in any other way. Officials of the Children’s 
Bureau are here and available to go into this matter further, should the committee 
so desire. 

I should like to make very clear how we stand on administrative money. We 
started with an appropriation of $250,000 last fall and we were determined to use 
those funds in as economical way as possible. We didn’t hire people before we 
could effectively use them and we were very particular to get good people. We 
have on the payroll now a total of 50 people. We have obligated $89,512 as of 
the end of February. At this continued rate, assuming no increase, our money 
will be exhausted by the end of July 1952. If we take on the very limited number 
of additional people we need to administer the hospital and health-facility program, 
plus five people on day-care and one specialist on recreation needs, we shall need 
the amounts contained in this estimate—namely $535,000. In this program 
more than in any I know of, lack of a reasonable staff of consultative and technical 
personnel will either defeat the whole purpose of the program through delay or 
cause the loan and grant funds to be spent in a less economical manner than they 
otherwise would be. I urge, therefore, that the committee provide for the kind 
of staff with which it will be possible to operate the program with economy and 
dispatch. 

In conclusion, I should like to eall the particular attention of the committee to 
the fact that this appropriation request of $25,750,000 covers both the balance of 
the current fiscal year and all of fiscal year 1953. This is not simply a 1952 
supplemental request. When viewed in the light of covering the period up to 
June 30, 1953, it seems clear that if all the funds contained in the President’s 
estimate are appropriated, we shall have to administer the program with the 
utmost care to make the funds meet even the needs of greatest urgency. 


REQUEST INCLUDES 1952 SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE AND 1953 ESTIMATE 


Mr. Migs. I believe, Mr. Chairman, there was a misunderstanding 
on the House side with respect to this particular appropriation, and 
1 think perhaps we failed to make clear the fact that this estimate 
which is now before vou is an en which covers not only the 
balance of 1952 but also all of 19 

Senator Cuavez. That is a lot 7 money for over and above what 
you were allowed for 1952, this $21 million. 

Mr. Mites. Well, sir, I gather that you would not like to have me 
read the prepared statement. It does have some background. 

Senator Cuavez. I would rather have that inserted in the record, 
we have to leave in a few seconds in answer to a roll call. 


NEW LEGISLATION 


Mr. Mixes. The Defense Community Facilities and Services Act 
was passed last September and the first money was made available 
under that act on the first day of November. ‘The first money was 
made available both to the Housing agency—the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency—and the Federal Sec urity Agenc v to provide for the 
community facilities in the various critic al-defense areas, which 
would need funds before Congress reconvened. At that time nobody 
knew how much in the way of aid these various critical areas would 
need, and they made it clear at the time that what we should do was 
to make studies, get applications in from the communities, review 
those applications and make a determination later as to what the 
total needs would be. We have been doing that since last fall, and 
we now have applications in and others in progress. 





170 THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator Cuavez. Surely you will get applications every day in the 
week as long as the Federal Government is paying for it, but I have 
always notic ced in my State at least that they are “tickled pink to get 
a Government activity in there, and generally they say “Well, we 
will furnish facilities, and we will furnish the schools, and we will 
furnish the transportation, and we will furnish housing if you will 
only start a Government activity within the State of New Mexico.” 

Mr. Mires. There are a good many of these critical areas that are 
so severely overburdened by defense activity that they do need aid in 
connection with the construction of new water-supply facilities, and 
new sewage-treatment works. 

Senator Cuavez. Is the agency in that line of business also? 

Mr. Mixes. Yes, sir, we have responsibility under the Publie Law 
139, the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Servic "es 
Act, for aiding communities to the extent that the communities can’t 
aid themselves. 

Senator Cuavez. And they generally make a good showing that 
they cannot. 

Mr. Mixes. They do, and one of our functions is to try, in coopera- 
tion with the Housing and Home Finance Agency, to do a job in 
analyzing the fiscal capacity of a community and see to it that the 
amount of money which is either loaned or granted to the community 
does not exceed that which they genuinely cannot otherwise afford. 

Senator Cuavez. Did you appear before the committee, Mr. 
Miles. J do not remember. Did you appear before the committee at 
the time that we were discussing the regular 1953 appropriation bill? 

Mr. Mixes. No, I didn’t appear on this item. No, sir. 

Senator Coavez. Well now, did vou make a showing before the com- 
mittee that you need some money for 1953? 

Mr. Mixes. Not on this item. 

Senator Cuavez. Why did you not appear in the regular appropria- 
tion for money for 1953? 

Mr. Mixes. Mr. Chairman, the 1953 budget which was prepared 
and sent up to the Congress by the President omitted this item, 
because of the fact that when the budget was in preparation there 
was not enough information available at that time; the law had been 
passed so late, and the whole process of determining what the needs 
would be in 1953 had not been completed. 

Senator Cuavez. And I understand you now to try to tell the 
committee that $25,000,000 that you now request would take you 
over the rest of the fiscal year 1952 and fiscal vear 1953. 

Mr. Mines. Yes, sir. 

Senator CuAvez. Is that the point that vou are trying to make? 

Mr. Mites. That is the point that I am particularly anxious to get 
over. 

Senator YouncG. You are asking now for a restoration for funds for 
recreation facilities, day-care functions, and additional administrative 
expenses which were disallowed by the House. 

Mr. Mines. Yes, Senator, and I would like to make a, couple of 
points on those issues. 

In respect to the recreation item, the Office of Defense Mobilization 
sent a special consultant down to Savannah River and he made an 
analysis of the situation. He came up with a very definite conclusion 
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that one of the things most badly needed in that area was some degree 
or some kind, of aid in respect to the furnishing of minimum recrea- 
tional facilities. 1 myself have been down there, and I must say 
that it is very obvious that when you put 7,500 single men in barracks 
near small towns, and 4,000 families in trailers, jammed up into very 
small areas, those people don’t have the minimum recreation facilities 
that are needed to keep them reasonably happy and relaxed. 

The Atomic Energy Commission and the Bureau of Employment 
Security of the Labor Department have both made the point that 
they are afraid the cost of that project will be substantially increased 
by virtue of the increased turn-over of labor, if minimum recreational] 
facilities are not made available. 

Also, the State troopers who drove me around down there in South 
Carolina, commented on the substantial increase in juvenile delin- 
quency and drunken driving and various types of crimes by virtue of 
the fact that these thousands and thousands of additional people have 
been brought into the community without having any normal recreation 
and relaxation. It isn’t like the people who have normal home life, 
and homes to go home to in the evening where they can relax. These 
people who live in these barracks just don’t have any form of relaxation 
at all. 

RECREATION AND DAY CARE 


Senator Younc. How much did you propose to spend on recreation 
facilities and day-care functions? 

Mr. Mixes. Senator Young, the amount of money for recreation is 
estimated at $1 million to cover those high-priority items which we 


regard as being important, such as the South Carolina situation. I 
would also like to introduce in the record a letter from Mrs. Rosen- 
berg, which lists specifically the areas adjacent to the large camps 
where the same kind of situations exist, at least in part, that exist in 
respect to Savannah River. 

Senator Younc. What is the amount of funds that you are request- 
ing for day-care functions? 

Mr. Mies. We are asking for no money for loans or grants to the 
communities, but only for three professional people and two clerical 
workers for the purpose of helping the States to help the communities, 
giving them guidance in terms of the provision of day-care facilities in 
areas of the kind I have described. 

They will aid these over-burdened communities to hold down 
juvenile delinquency, and also will have the effect, we think, of reduc- 
ing turn-over in labor. 

[ would like to submit Mrs. Rosenberg’s letter and compilation in 
regard to these existing conditions. 

Senator Cuavez. All right, sir. 

(The letter and compilation follow:) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 


Washington 25, D. C., January 23, 1952. 
Hon. Oscar R. Ewine, 


Federal Security Administrator. 

Dear Mr. Ewina: I am attaching a list of 10 localities in which the Depart- 
ment of Defense urges the construction of 12 buildings for recreation purposes 
under the authority of Public Law 139, Eighty-second Congress. 

The localities are listed in order of the urgency of their need for the proposed 
buildings. The list has been compiled with the unanimous advice of representa- 
tives of the National Recreation Association, the United Community Defense 
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Services, Inc., and the United Service Organizations, Inc. This adviee is in 
complete agreement with day to day experience of the military services extend- 
ing back a year and a half to the outbreak of hostilities in Korea. 

The Department of Defense is most anxious that opportunities for off-station 
recreation be available to members of the Armed Forces. Not only is this im 
portant for morale, but it has certain other desirable consequences. By mingling 
with their fellow citizens, the men and women in uniform retain the values which 
they had when they were civilians. Frequent contact on an unofficial basis tends 
to facilitate the necessary coordination of the civilian and military community. 
It should not be overlooked that entirely aside from any military advantage a 
large segment of the civilian community obtains desirable recreations by taking 
part in activities whose primary purpose is to provide recreation for the military 
population. 

The listed localities are ones in which the opportunity for off-station reereations 
is markedly inferior to that available in other localities with large military con- 
centrations. The Department of Defense has no authority to provide the needed 
buildings. As you are no doubt aware, during World War II the Federal Govern- 
ment in the continental United States built 375 off-station recreation buildings 
for the exclusive use of members of the Armed Forces and an additional 26 for 
joint civilian and military use. These buildings still make up a great part of the 
physical plant used in off-station recreation. The listed localities are ones in 
which no such building was provided, or, if provided, is inadequate or has passed 
out of control of the Government and where it is impossible to rent a satisfactory 
privately owned building. 

It is expected that the 12 buildings will be operated by the USO as enlisted men’s 
clubs chiefly for the benefit of voung unmarried men and women in uniform. 
Surely there is no other group of citizens for whom the responsibility of the 
Federal Government is greater and local community less. Furthermore, it 
should be noted that the communities listed are usually small, at times with less 
population than the military installations they serve, and the majority are situated 
in areas where the per capita wealth is below the national average. 

Sincerely yours, 
Anna M. ROSENBERG. 

Attachments. 


List of localities in which buildings are needed for off-station recreation of members 
of the Armed Forces 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON Eacn LocaLity 
Location: Anchorage, Alaska. 
Population: 40,000. 
Military installation: Fort Richardson. 


COMMUNITY 


The civilian population, although willing and hospitable, does not have either 
the communal organization and know-how, nor the personnel with which to cope 
with the recreational needs of the Armed Forces personnel and their dependents. 
The civilian communities need the assistance of agencies with trained personnel 
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in coping with the problem which confronts them. With the exception of the 
clubs hereafter mentioned, the communities seem to feature the usual activities 
found where exploitation of the serviceman is the prime motivation, that is to say, 
saloons, so-called night clubs, and houses of prostitution. 


MILITARY IMPACT 


The growing strength of the Armed Forces in Alaska, together with the climatic 
conditions, the rugged terrain, the ever-present awareness of the proximity of the 
enemy, and the isclation from the rest of the United States, necessitate maximum 
morale service. ‘There are 25,000 to 30,000 men at Fort Richardsop and the near- 
by air base. 

PRESENT FACILITIES 


The YMCA, which has for some time been in operation in Anchorage, has 
erected a new building which has just opened or is about to open. The National 
Cathelic Community Service has a facility and there are two USO clubs. These 
clubs are in constant use by servicemen as they provide about the only wholesome 
recreational outlet. 

PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 


The few facilities now available should be augmented to care adequately for 
the needs of service personnel. A building of 14,000 square feet is required. 


Location: Leesville, La. 
Population: White, 2,600; Negro, 2,000; total, 4,600. 
Military installation: Camp Polk. 


COMMUNITY 


Except for its churches there is little wholesome leisure-time opportunities for 
servicemen. Restaurant facilities are inadequate; housing a tremendously acute 
problem. There are numerous drinking establishments for Negro personnel. 


MILITARY IMPACT 


Nearby Camp Polk (5 miles) has 28,000 white and 7,000 Negro personnel, 
besides their dependents. Camp Polk has a liberal leave policy which means that 
the town of Leesville and its inadequate resources are literally swamped. 


PRESENT USO FACILITIES 


Present USO facilities include a small and completely inadequate club for 
white personnel, and a club 27 by 45 feet for Negro troops. 


PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 


For the white troops a facility of approximately 10,000 square feet of floor space 
is required. There should be room for group activities, mass events, a snack bar 
and, because of the acute housing situation, living accommodations for the 
professional staff. 

For the Negro troops a facility of approximately 8,000 square feet is necessary, 
to provide essential services. The facility should include an adequate snack bar, 
living accommodations for professional staff, several small rooms and an audi- 
torium for mass program events and for use as a dormitory. 


Location: Jacksonville, N. C. 
Population: 3,960. 
Military installation: Marine Barracks, Camp Lejeune, Second Marine Division, 


COMMUNITY 


Jacksonville, the largest community within a radius of 45 miles of the military 
installations listed above, is located 6 miles from Camp Lejeune and the Second 
Marine Division. The population of Jacksonville totals 3,960. Except for its 
churches and two inadequate USO facilities, one white and one colored, the com- 
munity lacks suitable and wholesome public or private facilities where service 
personnel may spend their off-duty hours. Housing is a tremendously acute 
problem. There are no bowling alleys in the town. Bus service between 
Jacksonville and Camp Lejeune is good. 








174 THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


MILITARY IMPACT 


Approximately 40,000 personnel are stationed at Camp Lejeune. Dependents 
of military personnel in the area intensify the impact on this small community. 
The presence of 1,000 to 1,500 men each night typifies the heavy impact on this 
small community. Jacksonville is also the bus and rail transport center in this 
vicinity which adds to the total impact. 


PRESENT USO FACILITIES 


1. The National Catholic Community Service Club located at 9 Tallman Street 
Jacksonville, is the only major off-station recreation facility with comparable 
facilities within a radius of 50 miles available to the approximately 40,000 marines 
stationed at Camp Lejeune. The building is old and only in fair condition. 
The building was built under the Lanham Act and is in temporary custody of the 
Marine Corps from the Federal Works Agency. The building is in poor condition, 
the roof leaks and plumbing and other maintenance facilities are continually in 
a state of disrepair. In the month of December 1951 about 47,000 marines used 
the USO facilities in Jacksonville. 

2. There is a UMCA Club used by the Negro marines, the total floor space of 
which is approximately 800 square feet. This club is considered to be completely 
jnadequate for the needs of the Negro marines. 


PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENT 


Adequate facilities covering the wide range of need and interest of 40,000 marines 
stationed at Camp Lejeune would include meeting rooms, game rooms, and 
auditorium for mass activities. The extent of restaurant facilities in the com- 
munity make unnecessary the inclusion of a snack bar. Recommended space 
6,000 square feet. 

On passing of UMT legislation, the National Security Training Corps trainees 
assigned to the Marine Corps will be trained at this location. 


Location: Biloxi, Miss. 
Population: 34,000, of which 7,000 is Negro. 
Military installation: Keesler Air Force Base, 


COMMUNITY 


Biloxi is a resort city located on the Gulf coast, 60 miles from Mobile and 
80 miles from New Orleans. The community has recently received Nation-wide 
attention pointed toward the laxity of law enforcement with respect to gambling 
and the sale of liquor. Wholesome public recreation facilities are very meager. 
The civilian Negro population occupies a section of the city ‘across the railroad 
tracks,’ and there are virtually no wholesome facilities and programs for Negroes 
in the city. There are numerous night clubs and dance halls in the downtown 
area, but only one theater which Negro servicemen can attend. Negro personne! 
seeking wholesome off-base recreation are virtually compelled to make the long 
and expensive trip to Mobile or New Orleans. Restaurant facilities for Negroes 
are poor, 

MILITARY IMPACT 


There are approximately 30,000 servicemen stationed at Biloxi, of whom about 
1,100 are Negroes. This latter figure generally fluctuates between 900 and 1,200. 
All personnel have liberal pass privileges. 


PRESENT AND PLANNED FACILITIES 


City officials have stated they are determined to improve their publie recre- 
ational facilities, and have started plans for a budget for a municipal recreation 
program to improve recreational facilities and services. USO operates a good 
facility for white servicemen, and with the planned increase in municipal recreation 
facilities and programs, it is hoped the situation for white servicemen will be 
adequate. The same degree of adequacy will not be possible for Negro service- 
men. It is not expected that the planned municipal expenditures will be able to 
provide adequate facilities for Negroes, since such expenditures will strain Biloxi’s 
resources to the utmost. USO has authorized a Negro professional Worker who 
has been in Biloxi for 5 months, but this worker has not been able to find a facility 
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to provide an adequate program for Negro servicemen assigned to Keesler Air 
Force Base. 
PHYSfCAL FACILITY REQUIREMENT 


It is believed that a recreation building for all Negroes in Biloxi is the answer to 
this problem. Such a building could be placed under the supervision of the newly 
planned municipal recreat ion department and used cooperatively by the recreation 
department and the USO professional worker to develop joint military-civilian 
programs for Negtogs. It is recommended that any such facility, in order to be 
adequate, contain approximately 6,000 square feet of space, contain a snack bar 
and a hall or audi\orium for holding dances and entertainment programs. The 
best way to provide for the very serious recreation needs of Negro servicemen in 
Biloxi is to provide a place where they can meet and participate in wholesome 
community programs with all the Negro citizens in the area. 


Location: Norfolk, Va. 
Population: 240,000. 
Military installation: Fort Story, Fort Eustice, and Norfolk Navy Yards. 


COMMUNITY 


The largest concentration of Navy personnel on the east coast is inthe Norfolk 
area. ‘The city has a wide variety of private and public recreational facilities. 
However, many of these are not available to Negro personnel. 

The problem of providing adequate services to Negro members of the Armed 
Forces in Norfolk, Va., has been a concern for several years. Numerous efforts 
have been made to secure a facility which could take care of the off-station needs 
of Negro service personnel, but the problem remains unsolved. 


MILITARY IMPACT 


There is a minimum of 3,000 Negro service personnel stationed in Norfolk. 
Additional Negro personnel are stationed at Fort Story and Fort Eustice. Total 
estimate of Negro servicemen in the area is 4,000. Dependents of military 
personnel stationed in the area present additional needs on public and private 
agencies. 

PRESENT USO FACILITIES 


The USO maintains a small club for Negro personnel, which is completely 
inadequate to meet present day needs. Efforts to provide more adequate quarters 
have been unsuccessful. Heavy attendance of Negro personnel—utilizing small 
facilities—as many as 800 to 1,000 on week ends, reflects need for suitable quarters. 
The Lanham Act building in Norfolk is used by the city as a recreation center for 
white personnel. 

PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 


A facility providing for dormitory and locker accommodations for Negroes is 
indispensable for this community. In addition space for mass events and group 
activities, amd a small snack bar are essential. Space recommended—10,000 
square feet. 


Location: Waynesville, Mo. 
Population: 1,800. 
Military installation: Fort Leonard Wood. 


COMMUNITY 


Waynesville is 5 or 6 miles from the fort. There is a movie and a minimum 
of commercial recreational facilities, none of them available to Negro personnel, 
who must visit St. Louis and Springfield for any recreational activities. 


MILITARY IMPACT 


There are 35,000 troops stationed at Fort Leonard Wood of which 7,000 are 
Negro. These personnel, most of whom are permitted week-end passes, and the 
post complement which holds class A passes, entitling them to leave when not 
on duty, together with their dependents, constitute a terrific impact on the 
community. 
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PRESENT USO FACILITIES 


The basement of the local Methodist Church is utilized as temporary quarters 
to provide minimum services. It is necessary to vacate these quarters and 4 
new facility with 2,000 square feet of floor space is under consideration. Thi 
facility, if obtained, will do little to provide an adequate installation. There is 
no facility whatever at present established for Negro personnel. Emergenc: 
service to Negro personnel and their dependents has been handled through club 
established for white personnel. 


© PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 


A facility of 8,000 square feet, including an auditorium, game and meetin 
rooms, a snack bar is required for the white troops. 

About 6,000 square feet of floor space, with adequate provision for a snack 
bar, several small rooms to meet specialized program needs and an auditorium 
for mass program activities is needed for Negro personnel. 


Location: Limestone-Caribou area, Maine. 
Population: 10,000. 
Military installation: Presque Isle Air Force Base; Limestone Air Force Base. 


COMMUNITY 


Caribou is located 13 miles south of Presque Isle and 10 miles northeast of 
Limestone Air Force Base. Caribou is a small community and there are no large 
communities within several hundred miles of the above military installations. 
The usual recreational facilities of the large city are nonexistent. The weather 
is very severe in this area, limiting outdoor recreational activities to approx- 
imately 3 months out of the year and intensifying the need for a building structure 
to meet the leisure-time needs of visiting service personnel. 


MILITARY IMPACT 


There is expected to be a total of 12,000 military personnel stationed in the 
above installations and the commanding officer of the Limestone Air Force Base, 
which will shortly inerease in strength to 8,000 men, has emphasized the need 
for an off-base recreational center. Limestone is planned as a permanent bese. 
Weather conditions confine transportation to the very small communities in the 
immediate vicinity of the base. 


PRESENT FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS 


USO has assigned a professional staff worker to service the above installations 
but to date no facility has been secured. A small municipal recreation program 
in Caribou is completely inadequate to meet the load. 


PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENT 


Because of the general isolation of the entire area and the severe weather, a 
well-balanced physical establishment, including auditorium, game rooms, snack 
bar and lounge, is essential. Recommended space, 6,000 square feet. 


Location: Geneva, N. Y. 
Population: 20,400. 
Military installation: Sampson Air Force Base. 


COMMUNITY 


The community of Geneva bears the brunt of the very heavy impact from 
Sampson Air Force Base. It is a well-organized community, with an average 
amount of private and public recreational facilities. Excellent bus service is 
maintained between the base and the city. 

Sampson Air Force Base is a basic training center and Geneva is faced with a 
serious situation because of the influx of parents, wives, and friends of trainees. 
This condition has overtaxed all available facilities in Geneva and the surrounding 
area. 

MILITARY IMPACT 


Approximately 30,000 personnel are stationed at Sampson Air Force Base. It 
is a basic training center with a permanent complement of approximately 8,000 
personnel. A large percentage of the permanent complement are married, thus 
creating additional problems in the field of housing. 
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There are approximately 22,000 trainees, with leave privileges severely limited. 
The basic impact on Geneva comes from the 8,000 permanent complement and 
the families of trainees. 

PRESENT FACILITIES 


The heavy impact of dependents, families, and friends of military personnel 
necessitated the establishment of National Travelers Aid service in Geneva. In 
addition, USO has assigned professional staff and authorized establishment of 
club facilities, but to date no facility has been found for the exclusive use of 
service perscnnel. A part-time program is carred on in the Geneva Youth 
Center Building which was built with Lanham Act funds to serve the needs of 
perscnnel at Sempsen Naval Base during World War II. Such an arrangement 
is very unsatisfactory both to USO and the youth center officials, since full use of 
the building is required by the young people of Geneva. 


PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENT 


Adequate facilities covering the wide range of need and interest of airmen 
stationed at Sampson would include meeting rooms, game rooms, auditorium for 
mass activities. The extent of restaurant facilities in the community make 
unnecessary the inclusion of a snack bar. Recommended space, 10,000 square 
feet. 


Location: Pittsburg, Calif. 
Population: 18,000. 
Military installation: Camp Stoneman. 


COMMUNITY 


Pittsburg, Calif., is located at the entrance to Suisan Bay and upper San Fran- 
cisco Bay. It is an industrial center and has a well-organized Public Recreation 
Department. The fast industrial growth of the community has absorbed all 
available facilities, thus making difficult the securing of a building for a program 
for military personnel. 

MILITARY IMPACT 


The permanent complement at Camp Stoneman approximates 4,000 men. 
However, this camp is an Army and Air Force port of embarkation and is also used 
as a port for disembarkees returning from the Pacific. 

The embarkation and disembarkation nature of the camp brings an additional 
impact on the community in the form of visiting wives, parents and friends. 


PRESENT USO FACILITIES 


USO services is presently located in a temporary structure. The structure fails 
to meet city building regulations and USO may be required to vacate at any time. 
rhe present facility lacks many of the essential features necessary for a successful 
program, 

PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENT 


Any proposed structure for this community should have approximately 8,000 
square feet of floor space. Several small game rooms and an auditorium for mass 
activities also should be included. Sufficient restaurant facilities are available in 
the community to permit the exclusion of any elaborate snack bar. 


Location: Mountain Home, Idaho. 
Population: Approximately 1,800. 
Military installation: Mountain Home Air Force Base. 


COMMUNITY 


The normal population of 1,800 has been increased by the presence of 4,500 
Air Foree personnel stationed at the Mountain Home Air Force Base, 12 miles 
south of Mountain Home. These 4,500 personnel and dependents have brought 
a total military population of 7,000 into the immediate vicinity—200 Air Force 
families live in Mountain Home. The largest nearest community, Boise, is 58 
miles away; consequently the main impact of the military load is felt by Mountain 
Home. The community lacks any organized social welfare or recreation resources, 
and no building is available for use as a recreational facility. The building con- 
structed by the Federal Government during World War II is now controlled by 
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the American Legion and efforts to secure use of this building for military personne] 
have been unsuccessful. 
MILITARY IMPACT 


A $21,000,000 appropriation for expanding the Mountain Home Air Force Base 
indicates that the air base will have an impact on the community for a considerable 
time to come. The 2,500 airmen who live on the base, as well as the hundreds 
who are married, have daily pass privileges and several hundred airmen come to 
the community every night. Mountain Home is also the bus and rail transport 
center in this vicinity which adds to the total impact of this small community. 
The commanding officer of the Mountain Home Air Base has emphasized the 
necessity for a facility to meet the off-duty needs of service personnel. 


PRESENT FACILITIES 


There are no services provided at the present time. No buildings are available 
in the community and the lack of resources preclude any kind of a satisfactory 
program without a facility. USO has indicated a willingness to operate a program 
if a building can be found. 


PHYSICAL FACILITY REQUIREMENT 


Because of the lack of recreational facilities in this community a well-balanced 
building structure including auditorium, game rooms, lounge, snack bar, etc., is 
essential. Recommended space, 6,000 square feet. 


CriticAL DEFENSE Hovustne AREAS CERTIFIED UNDER Pupstic Law 139, 82p 
Cona., as oF Mar, 21, 1952 


Alaska 
Anchorage 
Fairbanks 
Kodiak 
Alabama 
Anniston 
Camp Rucker 
Huntsville 
Arizona 
Flagstaff 
Fort Huachuca 
Tucson 
Yuma 
Arkansas 
Benton 
Camden-Shumaker 
Pine Bluff 
California 
Barstow 
Camp Cooke-Camp Roberts 
Corona 
Herlong 
Imperial County 
Inyokern-Ridgecrest-China Lake 
Lancaster 
Marysville-Yuba 
Monterey-Fort Ord 
Oxnard-Port Hueneme 
Pittsburg-Camp Stoneman 
Pleasanton-Livermore-Hayward 
San Diego 
Solano County 
Trona 
Victorville 
Colorado 
Colorado Springs 
Connecticut 
Bridgeport 
Hartford 


Connecticut—Continued 
New London 
Delaware 
Dover 
Florida 
Cocoa- Melbourne 
Eglin AFB 
Green Cove Springs 
Key West 
Orlando 
Palatka 
Pensacola 
Sanford 
Georgia 
Bainbridge 
Camp Stewart 
Fort Benning 
Marietta (Cobb County) 
Moultrie 
Valdosta 
Warner Robins 
Idaho 
Areo-Blackfoot-Idaho Falls 
Cobalt 
Mountain Home 
Soda Springs 
Illinois 
Braidwood (Joliet) 
Quad Cities 
Rock Island 
East Moline 
Moline 
Davenport, lowa 
Rantoul (Chanute AFB) 
Indiana 
Columbus (Camp Atterbury) 
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago 
Indianapolis 
LaPorte 
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Kansas 
Lawrence-Olathe 
Farsons 
Salina 
Topeka 
Wichita 

Kentucky 
Camp Breckinridge 
Fort Campbell 
Fort Knox 
Paducah 

Louisiana 
Alexandria 
Camp Polk 
Lake Charles 

Maine 
Bangor 
Brunswick 
Presque Isle-Limestone 
Winter Harbor 

Maryland 
Aberdeen 
Bainbridge-Elkton 
Fort Meade-Laurel 
Frederick 
Indian Head 
Patuxent 

Massachusetts 
Bedford 

Michigan 
Ishpeming 
Oscoda 

Minnesota 
Babbitt 

Mississippi 
Gulfport-Biloxi-Pascagoula 

Missouri 
Fort Leonard Wood 
Knob Noster (Sedalia AFB) 

Montana 
Anaconda 
Great Falls 

Nebraska 
Sidney 

Nevada 
Hawthorne 
Pioche 
Reno 

New Jersey 
Dover-Denville 
Fort Dix 
Monmouth County 
New Brunswick-Perth Amboy 
Yerington 

New Mexico 
Alamogordo 
Carlsbad-Artesia 
Clovis-Portales 
Las Cruces 

New York 
Sampson AFB 
Star Lake 
Utica-Rome 

North Carolina 
Camp Lejeune 
Fort Bragg 
Kinston 
Townsville 
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Ohio 
Lorain 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton 
Oklahoma 
Altus 
Ardmore 
Fort Sill, Lawvon 
Oregon 
Astoria 
Umatilla-Hermiston 
Pennsylvania 
Allentown-Bethlehem 
Bucks County (Bristol- Morrisville) 
Indiantown Gap 
Midland 
Williamsport 
Rhode Island 
Newport 
South Carolina 
AEC, Savannah River 
Charleston 
Parris Island 
Sumter 
South Dakota 
Edgemont 
Rapid City-Sturgis 
Tennessee 
Smyrna 
Tullahoma 
Texas 
Big Spring 
Borger 
Brady 
Brazoria Count: 
Bryan 
Del Rio 
Florence-Killeen 
Hondo 
Kingsville 
Laredo AFB 
Lone Star 
Mineral Wells-Weatherford 
Port LaVaca 
Rockdale 
San Marcos 
Victoria 
Wichita Fails 
Utah 
Tooele 
Virginia 
Camp Pickett 
Chincoteague 
Dahlgren 
Newport News 
Norfolk-Portsmouth 
Quantico 
Washington 
Arlington 
Bremerton 
Hanford-Kennewick-Pasco 
Othello 
Port Townsend 
Wenatchee 
Whidbey Island 
Wisconsin 
Baraboo 
Camp MeCoy 
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ACTIVITIES REQUESTED 


Senator YounG. I do not believe those are items that the tax- 
payers of the United States would approve at this particular time. 
Senator Cuavez. We have also, Senator Young, on this distribu 
tion of activities between 1952 and 1953, I notice No. 1 is health 
centers. They want an allocation for 1952 of $300,000. 
- There is hospitals, there was nothing there, and now they want fo: 
the rest of the year $4 million, and in 1953, $5,700,000. 
Water plants, out of this bill, they want for the rest of the vear 
$2,200,000, and for 1953 it is $1,950,000. , 
Sewage plants, including for this year $6 million, and for next vear 
a little better than $6 million. 
Refuse-disposal projects, $200,000. 
Recreation facilities they do not want to use any of the money now 
requested for 1952, but they do request $1 million for 1953. 
(The distribution chart referred to follows:) 


DEFENSE COMMUNITY FAcILirixs, FepERAL SeEcurRtIry AGENCY 


Summary of projects requiring Federal aid and estimated coverage of funds in 
President's budget 


| Estimated applications | Recommended aid b 
from areas where known | Federal Security 
esti- need exists, total esti- | Agency, 1952 and 
. ate OS Q52 2 
mated | mated cost 1953 


number ee 


; 

xe Number | Amount o! 

projees Total Federal aid of | budget 
projects | estimate 


Total 


Health centers . 15 $1, 350, 000 $500, 000 10 | $300, 000 
Hospitals ‘ 19, 500, 000 17, 500, 000 | 11, 160, 000 
Hospital (temporary construction 1 540, 000 540, 000 540, 0) 
Water plants. 25 14, 223, 000 | 6, 509, 000 x 2 5, 150, 000 
Sewage plants (including interceptors) 3¢ 24, 979, 000 15, 282, 000 2 2 10, 548, 00K 
Refuse disposal projects s j 1, 754, 000 1, 066, 000 2 517, OM 


Subtotals 3___ 5 | 62, 346, 000 41, 397, 000 


Recreation facilities ‘ ¢ 3, 454, 000 3, 454, 000 
Recreation services } 143, 000 143, 000 


Subtotal 25 3, 597, 000 | 3, 597, 000 


Total od : 140 65, 943, 000 44, 994, 000 


' 


1 Average estimated percentages cf necessary Federal participation in above are: Hospitals, 90 perce nt 
health centers, 37 percent; water plants, 50 percent; sewage plants and refuse disposal projects, 60 percent 
hospitals (temporary), 100 percent. 

2 Includes obligations payable from $4,000,000 appropriated, 1952. 

3 Exclusive of $17,548,000 estimated cost (Federal share $9,000,000) of sanitary engineering projects take! 
from office data. 

4 Local participation would normally comprise title to site and equipment, local or USO funds would 
provide for operation. 


AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM IN DEFENSE AREAS 


Senator CHavez. What is the authority or why does the Federal 
Government have to pay for these hospitals? Why should the Fed- 
eral Government pay for these hospitals and health centers, and 
water plants, and sewage plants, and refuse disposal projects, and of 
course you have stated that the need of recreation facilities is present. 
But why does the Federal Government have to pay for that? 

Mr. Mites. Mr. Chairman, Public Law 139, the Defense Housing 
and Community Facilities and Services Act, was passed on the genera! 
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theory, I believe, that the Federal Government actually can save 
money by providing the kind of living accommodations and facilities 
in the neighborhood of the defense plants and other defense installa- 
tions that are needed to provide the minimum standards of decency. 
The law also made it perfectly clear that the communities were to do 
everything they possibly could for themselves, and the only thing that 
the F ederal Government is expected to do is to take care of the margin 
of difference between what the communities could reasonably be 
expected to bear under those situations, and the total cost of the 
facilities, 

Senator CHAvez. That in general will be 100 percent. 

Mr. Mixes. No. 


LOCAL-FEDERAL SHARE IN COSTS 


Senator CHAavrEz. Can you give us some figures in your expenditures 
so far, how much community A has put up and how much the 
Fede ral Government has put up, and have you a breakdown of some 
ty pe? 

Mr. Mires. Mr. Chairman, the Public Health Service of our 
Agency has just made as of yesterday—the first formal announcement 
of approval of a project in Marietta, Ga., and the amount of money 
put up by the Federal Government in re lation to the total project was 
certainly less than half of it. Mr. Pond, from the Public Health 
Service, is here. 

Mr. Ponp. The total project cost, Mr. Chairman, on the Marietta- 
Cobb County Water Authority job was $3,356,000, of which the county 
and Marietta and surrounding towns borrowed on the open market 
$3 million, which was the limit of the amount of money that they could 
borrow under their taxing capacity. In many other projects upon 
which we have applic ations, the contribution of the municipality is 
of the order of 50 to 60 percent, and in some cases higher. 

Senator Cuavez. Tell us about Marietta, and how Marietta citizens 
obligated themselves for $3 million but what is it going to cost the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. Ponp. $356,000, of which $132,650 is from the Public Health 
Service appropriation and the remainder is from the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency appropriation. 

Senator Youna. I might interrupt a moment here. The figure you 
gave a moment ago, was $1 million cost for recreation services, and the 
total cost will be $3,597,000. 

Mr. Mixes. Senator Young, the total requirements which we now 
know about, and which are set forth in large measure in Mrs. Rosen- 
berg’s letter come to that much, but that table should have indicated 
that the $3 million is the estimated applications from areas where 
known needs exist but we actually would expect to take care of only 
about a quarter of the total and leave the rest of them. 

Senator Youna. Are all of the rest of the figures on the same basis, 
and if they are, we can make some drastic cuts, because this is a total 
of the Federal-aid cost here. 

Mr. Mixes. Senator, here is a better table. 

Senator Youne. This is prepared by your department, is it not? 

Mr. Mixes. Yes, sir; it is. It is the same thing, except it has a 
little better title up \ dient on the top. You see the total amount 
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requested is in the right-hand column, and there you will see $1 million, 
That is all that is requested in this budget estimate. 

Senator Youne. But your total estimated cost remains the same, 
$3,597,000. 

Mr. Mirus. The total Federal share, Senator, would be $1 million. 


ESTIMATED PROJECT NEEDS 


Senator Youne. What is this other column, the column which 
reads “Federal aid’”’? 

Mr. Mites. That is the total need, estimated applications from 
areas where known needs exist. 

Mr. Tuurston. But the Federal Government proposes under this 
proposition, Senator Young, only to contribute $1 million. We are 
asking only to contribute to one-third of the need that had been 
estimated. 

Senator Younc. Why was this document prepared, then, giving 
this total estimated cost of Federal aid, $3,597,000? 

Mr. Mixes. Accidentally, I regret, the proper label was left off of 
the top of that. 

Mr. Tuurston. That table purports to indicate the total need and 
purports to put into perspective the amount that the Federal Govern- 
ment is asking to contribute to the need, and it is a partial answer 
to the chairman’s question of how much of the cost the communities 
are going to bear. Now they need a total of $3 million for recreation, 
the communities theoretically will bear $2 million and we are asking 
that the Federal Government bear $1 million. 

Senator Youne. Then I think a reexamination is in order for all of 
these sums you have requested. Under this chart here you have 
requested a total of $62,348,000, as a total estimated cost of the 
Federal aid, and the Federal share would be $43 million. I think 
vou had better come back with another bill and a better explanation 
on a subsequent supplemental bill. 

Mr. Mies. Senator, may I just explain that a little bit further. 
In that prepared statement which I had, this table’-was supposed to 
be keyed into the prepared statement. Because of the way in which 
the law is written, there is a total maximum authorization of $60 
million, and for the Federal Security Agency share of the total the 
Budget Bureau has made a determination that the maximum author- 
ization will be $30 million; therefore, what we have done is to line 
up the needs which we know of as a result of studies which have been 
made in various communities and we are showing that the total need 
that we know of far exceeds the total authorization of $30 million 
which we are permitted to ask for under the law. By showing that 
the needs substantially exceed the amount which under the authoriza- 
tion we are permitted to ask for, we thought it would be helpful to 
the committee to show that we are going to have to select out the 
most urgent of the various items and approve only those in order to 
live within the existing authorization of law. 


CONTRIBUTION TO SUPPORT OF PROJECTS 


Senator YounG. Does the personnel working in these various in- 
stallations contribute any part of the cost of recreation facilities, the 
‘same as our Armed Forces do? Under the military plan, the Armed 
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Forces personnel themselves contribute a large share of the cost of 
the recreation facilities. Is any contribution made by the employees 
of the various installations? 

Mr. Mixes. Well, sir, I frankly don’t know whether or not they are 
in terms of—let me put it this way: They do contribute in support 
of services which are available. There is no means of getting facilities, 
however, unless the communities put them up. We do not propose 
to actually subsidize the operation of any of these programs after the 
facilities are available. So that it is a question of getting the necessary 
facilities and it is difficult to assess those costs against the individuals 
in the various plants. 

Senator CHavez. On page 20 of your justification, item No. 4, 
you indicate that you are going to subsidize to a certain extent, 
or it is possible, “local participation would normally comprise title 
to site and equipment. Local or USO funds will provide the opera- 
tion.”’ So if the local community does not provide the operation for 
the water, or the hospital or health centers for the water plants or 
the sewage plants, it would have to be done by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Mites. Well, sir, I believe that in most instances the local 
communities and private organizations will be able to finance the 
operation of these facilities entirely without Federal Government aid. 


SANITARY ENGINEERING FACILITIES 


Mr. Ponp. With respect to the sanitary engineering facilities, it is 
contemplated that there will be no grants or loans to municipalities 
for operations purposes. They are essentially revenue-producing 
utilities and upon construction they will be producing revenue. 

Senator Cuavez. For the Federal Government or for whom? 

Mr. Ponp. Revenue for the municipality, to pay off its bonded 
indebtedness on those facilities. 

Senator Cuavez. What about paying off the taxpayers, the amount 
they will contribute? 

Mr. Ponp. Well, sir, we are attempting wherever possible to make 
loans rather than grants on these facilities because we feel that the 
taxpayer should be repaid. This program is for temporary emergency 
action to assist communities that cannot raise money from private 
sources, in time to provide the facilities that are needed when defense 
housing is completed. 

Mr. Tuurston. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, if I may be per- 
mitted to say one word, this all boils down to the fact that the Federal 
Government under Public Law 139 embarked on a program of supple- 
menting local facilities in those areas where the Federal Government 
felt it was important enough from the standpoint of the defense effort 
or the national welfare to be. sure that production is attained as 
rapidly as possible. You take the Savannah River project, with the 
atomic-energy works down there. That was a site that was selected 
on the basis of sec urity factors, no doubt, and it was selected pretty 
largely by the Federal Government, and it was more or less put in 
there, and now it is important, the Congress thought when they 
passed Public Law 139, it is important to get the production of the 
atomic-energy works down there into gear as soon as possible. In 
order to do that you have to have people, and in order to keep the 
people you have to have houses, and as Mr. Miles said, you have to: 
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provide some facilities on that project so that they will stay there 
and pot go home. 


STANDARD FOR MINIMUM FACILITY 


Senator Ecron. Who decides what the minimum facility should 
be? 

Mr. Tuurston. That is done in conjunction with the local people, 
the Housing and Home Finance people, and the Federal Security 
Agency. You go in and you say that you find that you are going to 
need X thousand more houses. We koow that X thousaad more 
houses are going to need so much expansion in sewer lines, in water 
facilities. Then after the experts have decided that, there comes the 
question of how much should the local community take, and how 
much should the Federal Government supplement. With respect to 
how much the local communities should take, you look at the financial 
capacity of the local community, how much can they stand, and how 
many million dollars worth of bonds can they float. Now, in the 
case Mr. Pond mentioned in Marietta, there was general agreement, 
and our boys I am here to say really work hard to be sure that the 
local community puts up what it should put up. There was general! 
agreement in the case Mr. Pond described that the local community 
could handle $3 million worth of the bonds. Now it is true it is 
matter of judgment, gentlemen. 

Senator Cuavez. But the local community will eventually get back 
their $3 million. 

Mr. Tuurston. It seems to me that the contribution by the Federal 
Government can only be justified on the ground that it is important 
to the national welfare to get the production out, and that there is 
a responsibility on the F ederal Government when they go into a 
community to see to it that the community isn’t unduly burdened by 
Federal activities. 

Senator Cuavez. I am agreeing with Mr. Thurston, with what you 
say, but you see after they have paid back the $3 million to which you 
are obligated, they still have a revenue-producing plant on their 
hands and what responsibility is there in the Federal Government 
that they should donate that plant after the obligation was outlawed 
or put out of the way to any community in the United States? 

Mr. Txuurston. In this case if I could try to answer the question, 
in this case the local community is going to pay for about 90 percent 
of the facility. Now, suppose then the emergency declines, which 
we all hope it will. 

Senator CHavez. We will have surplus property. 

Mr. Tuurston. We will have plenty of surplus property that that 
community is going to have on their doorstep and they aren’t going 
to be able to get much revenue from it, because the people are going 
to be gone, and the people aren’t going to be using it. 

Senator Cuavez. I think we understand it. 

Mr. Ponp. I might point out in that connection that the com- 
munities financing this $3 million project is borrowing on a 30-year 
basis, at 34 percent, which means they have obligations to the banks 
for that time, and by that time it will be worn out or needing serious 
repairs. 

Senator Ecron. So whether there are swimming pools and tennis 
courts and theaters, and all of those things that might be built, that 
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would be practically left to the ability and the desires of the local 
community. 

Mr. Tuurston. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. Thank you. 

Now, Mr. Thurston, we will hear you briefly on the pay act amend- 
ments. : 

Mr. Mixes. May I, just before you go into that, be sure that I have 
the opportunity to enter into the record this statement that I was 
going to make, plus a list of the 166 critical areas. 

Senator Cuavez. Those items have already been inserted in the 
record, Mr. Miles. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. THURSTON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


LETTER OF APPEAL 


Senator Cuavez. We have received from the Administrator of the 
Federal Security Agency a letter of appeal with reference particularly 
to that proviso adding a general 10 percent reduction in the amounts 
made available for pay act increases, and I shall place the letter in 
the record at this point. 

FEDERAL Security AGENCY, 
Washington, March 17, 1952. 
Hon. KENNetH McKEeEt.ar, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Senator McKe t.ar: This letter is to request an opportunity to be heard 
before your committee on the 1952 supplemental as passed by the House under 
H. R. 6947. 

The first item is the amendment which was imposed on the House floor author- 
izing for personal services only 90 percent of the amount included in the bill as 
reported by the House committee. When supplements for the pay item (H. Doc. 
358) were up for consideration in the Bureau of the Budget, that agency imposed 
an absorption factor which averaged 40 percent. The House committeee took a 
5 percent reduction across the board, which brought the absorption factor to 45 
percent. The action of the House itself in adding another approximately 10 per- 
cent cut imposes a burden on operations which I cannot let pass without requesting 
an opportunity to present our case. 

In this connection I cite some figures that should have a direct bearing on any 
deliberations given this crippling amendment. In the first place, the total esti- 
mates for the Federal Security Agency include 12,000 employees directly used in 
the operation of hospital and clinical facilities. These are Freedmen’s, Public 
Health, and St. Elizabeths Hospitals. Staffs at these institutions are at the 
minimum. Further reductions would seriously impair the ability to provide 
minimum services. 

In the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance, which is sustained by funds 
contributed by employers and employees, there are 14,269 employees. Payment 
for these salaries does not come from general funds; and this insurance agency, as 
such, even though in the past it has cut corners, sharpened efficiency, and given 
serious consideration to economical measures, cannot function properly if the re- 
duction contemplated in the House amendment is made effective. 

There are two other units, the Federal Credit Unions and the Food and Drug 
Certification Services, which are almost completely sustained by fees collected 
from the consumers of the services rendered. 

There is another important group of over 1,000 in the Office of Education, Office 
of Vocational Rehabilitation, Children’s Bureau, and Bureau of Public Assistance, 
which administers the expenditure of over $1,400,000,000 of Federal funds. 
Congress rightly expects that careful, attentive, and consecrated attention be paid 
by these organizations to the proper allocation and expenditure of this enormous 
amount of granted funds. Cuts have been taken over the past 3 or 4 years which 
have reduced these four bureaus to a point where further reductions would, in my 
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opinion, jeopardize their ability to correctly administer and expend the granj 
funds. 

In addition to the four listed, the Public Health Service expends in granted 
funds over $200,000,000 in a number of different programs and to a large miscel- 
laneous group of recipients. The dispensing of such a large fund of Federa| 
grant-in-aid money can only be safeguarded with competent and adequate 
personnel to attain that objective. 

All in all, it occurs to me that the reduction imposed by the House amendment 
may defeat the very purposes for which economy advocates are striving, 

In the item of ‘‘Salaries and expenses, Freedmen’s Hospital’, it is my desire to 
present justifications for the restoration of the entire amount submitted in House 
Document 358, which was $204,000, reduced by the House committee to $193,800, 
Any reduction below the estimate would so impair the operation of the hospital] 
that I am impelled to appeal to you for restoration of the entire amount. My 
reasons are connected with several- phases of operations in the Hospital whic! 
eould not have been fully anticipated when the 1952 estimates were submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget. There is a current shortage of antibiotics, notably 
penicillin, which is used extensively in the treatment of tuberculosis. Supplies 
in general have advanced in costs since the appropriation was made for 1952 
The X-ray machine at Freedmen’s has broken down and rendered unfit for use 
without major repairs. These repairs will cost approximately $2,000 and must be 
made immediately. Freedmen’s and Public Health Service officials will present 
complete details on the necessity for requesting the full amount contained in th 
original estimate—$204,000. 

The last item is for ‘‘Defense community facilities and services,” which was 
submitted in House Document No. 348. On this item, major reductions were 
made by the House for program activities, and no administrative expenses were 
allowed. Officials responsible for this program will be able to demonstrate that 
delays in obligating the original $4,000,000 appropriated for this under Public 
Law 254, the second supplemental for 1952, have been occasioned by meticulous 
efforts to comply with the letter as well as the spirit of the act—Public Law 139, 
1951—which authorized the program at the outset. Funds under this item cover 
both loans and grants. If the intent of the Congress is always kept in mind 
detailed studies of each and every application must be made. Such studies 
would have to include publie works plans of the communities involved, available 
facilities, ability to provide local finance, ability to borrow locally, and a final 
determination as to whether loans or outright grants will be made. It can readily 
be seen that these determinations require a complete analysis of the factors just 
mentioned. The number of critical areas, types of installations required such as 
water treatment plants, sewage treatment facilities, garbage disposal facilities 
must be analyzed. Needs for hospitals must be studied. In this instance the 
Hill-Burton Act would not always apply; and, therefore, hospital facilities, if 
provided, of necessity would have to come under the defense community facilities 
and services item. 

Officials of the several units concerned and of the Agency will be available at 
the convenience of the committee to justify actions requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar R. Ewin, Administrator. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE CUT ON PAY INCREASE 


Mr. Tuursron. Mr. Chairman, I know that you have heard many 
statements regarding the Pay Act and you have devoted a good deal 
of time to going through all of the agencies’ requests on this and so | 
will just take a few ‘minutes, if I may. 

First, I want to thank you for hearing us on it, and secondly, | 
want to say that we had some hesitation about coming with this 
appeal. Many of the amounts involved are small in and of them- 
selves. The reason we decided to come in with the appeal over the 
House action is that we get to the point where an additional 10 per- 
cent is the straw that breaks the camel’s back. Let me. just take a 
minute to say that the Pay Act cost the Federal Security Agency 
about $12 million. Before we even went up to the House committee 
to request funds to pay for this Pay Act, we had absorbed about 
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40 percent, or 41.1 percent to be exact, of the pay bill. Then the 
House committee added another 5 percent to the 41 percent we had 
already absorbed, and we had decided that except for the case of 
Freedmen’s Hospital we were not going to appeal any of that 5 per- 
cent. Then, however, on the House floor when they added the 10 
percent, we came to a grand total, agencywise, of about 55 percent 
that we were required to absorb. It is just like a wave pushing 
up against the shore, it erodes a little bit and no damage is done, but 
when it erodes too much something collapses. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 

Mr. Tuurston. I am arguing that this 10 percent is a little too 
much to bear. 

Senator Cuavez. There is a school of thought among a lot of people, 
thousands in the United States, that that is what is happening with the 
Federal Government, it starts eroding like a snowball, you know. 

Mr. TuHurstron. In this case, Mr. Chairman, I think it is operating 
in reverse, and seriously some of the effects of this additional 10- 
percent cut will really be the difference between real loss of effective- 
ness and efficiency, and being able to get along somehow. 

Senator Cuavez. Would you prepare a statement on that? 

Mr. Taursron. I have, which I would be glad to put in the record. 

Senator Cuavez. Very well, we will make that part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY JOHN L. THuRsTON, AssISTANT FEDERAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I appreciate very much the 
opportunity to appear before you and to appeal the action of the House of Repre- 
sentatives allowing us to use only 90 percent of the amount recommended by the 
House committee for paying costs of the Pay Act which became effective last vear. 

As a matter of fact, we were somewhat reluctant to make this appeal because in 
several instances the amounts involved are not in themselves large. We had 
already determined not to appeal——except for Freedmen’s Hospital—the 5-percent 
cut proposed by the House committee. However, we felt that we would not be 
meeting our responsibilities fully if we did not protest to you this additional 10- 
percent cut. 

I should like to say just a few words as background. As you know, over 
93 percent of the Agency’s total appropriations go for grant-in-aid programs of 
one sort or another. ‘This leaves less than 7 percent for program operations 
and administrative expenses. Only about 5.4 percent of our total estimates for 
1953 goes for salaries. 

As I said, we were somewhat reluctant to appeal these items. We felt forced 
to do so because these cuts, in almost all cases, amount to the proverbial straw 
that breaks the camel’s back, As the attached table shows, the Pay Act cost this 
Agency almost $12 million. The budget request originally submitted by the 
Agency already represented an absorption of 41.1 percent of the costs of the Pay 
Act. The House committee added 5 percent to that absorption. Thus, the 
additional 10-percent cut represents a very important amount and in many cases 
means the difference between serious loss in effectiveness of operations, and being 
able to “‘get along somehow.”’ 

It seems to us to be important to recognize, also, that the effect of this additional 
10 percent cut is made more severe because of the lateness of the fiscal year. For 
example, if a $10,000 cut in one Bureau must be made at this time by laying off 
personnel, it will be necessary to lay off $40,000 worth of personnel instead of the 
$10,000 worth. Thus, instead of having to dismiss two $5,000 a year employees 
in order to make up such a reduction, we would have to dismiss eight such em- 
ployees. 

I will now proceed with a very brief summary of the cuts as they affect the various 
units of the Agency. 
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COLUMBIA INSTITUTION FOR THE DEAF 


The plant at Columbia Institution for the Deaf is of such age and condition thai 
the maintenance force must be kept intact. Almost all the students live in th: 
institution, and many of them are children, and all of them are severely handi- 
capped. A fire at that institution would be a tragedy of major importance wer 
vigilance relaxed day or night in and around the old dormitories. Housing, feed 
ing, and caring for the student body require a proportionately larger number of 
employees than at a school where there are no handicapped students, and wher 
students do not live on the premises. Columbia Institution has in my opinior 
been very thoughtful of the taxpayers’ dollars when requests for funds for its 
operations were submitted. Any reduction, especially of the size imposed by th« 
House amendment would make it extremely difficult to continue its operation at 
a satisfactory level. 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 


The amendment as it affects the Food and Drug Administration means a further 
reduction from action taken by the House committee of $34,330—or a total of 
93,400 under the cost of the Pay Act. The importance and significance of en- 
forcement operations of the Food and Drug Administration are too well known 
and mean too much to the people of the United States for me to extoll the virtues 
of its continued effective operation or to enumerate the ill effects that could result 
from the reduction imposed by the House amendment. I simply plead that the 
fine work being done by the Food and Drug Administration be not restricted in 
the interest of economy when the reduction would have the effect of impairing 
work vital to the health and safety of the people of the Nation. This is another 
of the units of the Federal Security Agency that has been extremely conservative 
over the years in its requests for funds. 


FREEDMEN’S HOSPITAL 


Under this item I not only appeal for elimination of the effects of the amend- 
ment imposed on the House floor but for complete restoration of the amount con- 
tained in the estimate submitted in House Document 358. This was $204,000. 
The House committee reported a reduction of $10,200, and the House amendment 
would mean a further reduction of $19,300; these cuts would be a crippling blow 
to the hospital. In my opinion it just cannot be accepted and absorbed without 
giving you some of the facts that impel me to plead for complete restoration. In 
the first place, estimates prepared, as you knoow, are always made at least a 
year prior to the effective application of the funds. Since the 1953 appropria- 
tion was prepared for Freedmen’s Hospital, antibiotics have become more expen- 
sive and the hospital does not have enough of them because of lack of funds. 
For example, streptomycin is a drug used extensively in the treatment of tubercu- 
losis, and many of the patients at Freedmen’s have tuberculosis. During the 
past few weeks the X-ray machine at Freedmen’s has broken down; and in order 
to operate the hospital, there must be an X-ray machine. Repairs on it, which, 
of course, could not have been anticipated, will run to at least $2,000 and the 
repair job must be undertaken immediately. Another item that could not have 
been completely anticipated was the cost of the foods and other supplies normally 
required in the operation of such a hospital. Taking all these factors into con- 
sideration, to ask you for any less than the total amount in the budget, $204,000, 
would be to fail in my responsibility to that Hospital and to the Congress, 


HOWARD UNIVERSITY 


The amendment imposes a further cut in the Pay Act supplemental of $27,000, 
bringing the total absorption to $51,580. I bring this to your attention and 
request defeat of the amendment because of the expanding of the medical, dental, 
and nursing schools at the university. We are all aware of the shortages in these 
three fields. Congress has been generous in providing buildings and equipment, 
looking toward the increasing of these facilities to the point where more Negro 
physicians, dentists, and nurses can be trained to the profit of all concerned and to 
relieve somewhat the dire shortages existing in these fields. 


OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


The reduction imposed by the amendment on the “Office of Education, salaries 
and expenses,”’ will add approximately $20,000 to the $38,700 already absorbed. 
That reduction connected with the already difficult tasks of administering the 
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school-construction program and maintenance and operation program will impose 
a burden which will prevent the Office from performing these two functions in the 
manner in which I am sure the Congress intended they should be performed. 
The Nation’s expanding defense activities makes it extremely important that the 
administration of these two programs be expedited if they are to be effective to 
the degree that the law anticipates. 


OFFICE OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 


While this item is rather small, $3,800, nevertheless in proportion, it is of major 
significanee and brings the total absorption of the pay act costs to $16,206. 
Practically everyone is familiar with the very dramatic ‘‘pay-off”’ of the vocational 
rehabilitation program. The number of rehabilitants removed from relief rolls 
and placed in a self-sustaining status is growing. The actual savings to the States 
and to Federal Government from income taxes paid by rehabilitants far exceed 
the amount spent on this program. Cuts which reduce the effectiveness of this 
program are costly. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


Fifteen items are affected by the House amendment. The attached table 
indicates the size of the cuts taken under each item, so I will not go into each of 
them individually, but will instead highlight the significance of the amendment. 

First, I would like to emphasize that this amendment will reduce the pay for 
the Marine hospitals alone over $130,000, and if sustained, will materially weaken 
the services offered in the hospitals. In all the National Institutes of Health, in 
which there are five appropriations affected, the reduction means almost $75,000. 
This, during a period when all the institutes are attempting to secure talent that 
will assure returns on the investment the Government has already made—over 
$60,000,000—in the research center appears to be false economy. 

This amendment means a further reduction of $15,000 in the venereal disease 
program, a program that has probably shown more dramatic success than almost 
any other field of medicine. It means nearly $7,000 in the tuberculosis program, 
which appears to be on the brink of advances in treatment of tuberculosis un- 
reamed of 5 years ago. It means approximately $10,000 in the program of 
assistance to States. Public health in general throughout the States has progressed 
toa point where most of the States as well as the Public Health Service are proud 
of the advances made. 

The amendment means a further reduction of $27,000 in a program which has 
lone so much to control malaria, typhus, and other communicable diseases. In 
this work, as in engineering, sanitation, and industrial hygiene, salaries and 
expenses for hospital construction, we are at a point, it seems to me, where re- 
luctions of the nature imposed by the amendment would make the Nation poorer 
in the long run, instead of richer. 


ST. ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL 


The amendment proposes approximately a $20,000 reduction, bringing the 
hospital’s total absorption of the Pay Act to 77 percent. The population of St. 
Elizabeths in patients alone is over 7,000. The number of employees is less than 
2,500. Any major reduction in personnel at the hospital will seriously affect the 
poor unfortunates which the Government and other agencies have committed to 
the care of the hospital. If we must curtail expenditures, let this be one of the 

last places to do so. 

BUREAU OF FEDERAL CREDIT UNIONS 


Although this item is small, it is important. Already we are far behind in our 
supervision of Federal credit unions. It is dangerous to get further behind. I 
am convineed that before too long, the Bureau will be self-sustaining. Until it is, 
we must ask you for funds sufficient to maintain a good credit union system. 


BUREAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


The amendment imposes an additional $10,000 cut on the Bureau, bringing 
the total Pay Act cut to $32,003. With the new amendment recently passed, title 
\IV of the Social Security Act, this Bureau badly needs this money. This 
Bureau administers grants of over a billion dollars a year. It occurs to me that 
the pereentage for administration used by the Bureau of Public Assistance has 
been so small and insignificant compared to the total amount of Federal funds 
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expended, that we are not practicing economy in further reducing that percentage, 

and may be actually neglecting fields where savings in the vast grant funds may 

be accomplished. ’ 
CHILDREN’S BUREBAL 


The amendment imposes an additional $9,000 cut in this bureau, which means 
that it will absorb 27.6 percent of the Pay Act costs. The Children’s Bureay 
has accomplished so much in connection with the reduction in maternal deat} 
rates and child death rates, that every dollar that has been invested either ip 
salaries and expenses or grants through the Children’s Bureau has paid Vast 
dividends. Here, as in other programs, reductions below an already minimum 
level will inevitably have an adverse effect upon the Bureau’s and the States’ 
activities in behalf of children. 


OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATOR 


The amendment imposes a further reduction on the Office of the Administrator 
of $19,000. To attempt to absorb that item this late in the year means imposing 
a burden and risk on operations which, in fairness to the Congress, I do not 
believe we should have to undertake. This item covers all of the grant-in-aid 
audit functions in the States—and we are now too far behind in our auditing work, 
The budget, auditing, and fiscal operations for all the appropriations in the 
Office of the Administrator’s group, toge ther with the Commissioner for Social! 
Security and the international activities handled for the Departments of Stat 
and Defense are done in the Office of the Administrator. This appropriation 
also covers the small personnel group, which was cut almost in half by our last 
annual appropriation, as well as our complete regional office set-up, which is 
already operating on a “‘shoestring.”’ 

The item, ‘‘Salaries and expenses, Office of Administrator,’’ contrary to what 
some not well informed would assume, is not overhead in the sense that we 
usually view overhead items. The bulk of the money goes for actual operations 
connected directly with the programs, such as the operation of our regional offices 
and our audit program. 


SALARIES, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


The amendment means approximately $6,000 in this item at a time when a 
greater degree of legal services is being required from the general counsel dias 
at.any period in the Agency’s history. So many new aa varied programs, suc! 
as school construction, hospital construction, school maintenance and operation, 
community facilities, defense production, and a constant study of new social- 
security legislation impose a heavier burden upon this Office than we have eve: 
experienced. Our legal work cannot be done adequately now; a further cut of 
anv size will be most serious. 

Mr. Chairman, as indicated at the outset, we had resolved to accept and live 
with the across-the-board 5-percent cut made by the House committee, except 
in the case of Freedmen’s Hospital. This additional 10 percent impels me t 
lay my case before you in the hope that operations in the Federal Security Agenc) 
which affect such a large segment of the country’s population, will not be reduced 
to a point where the spirit as well as the letter of our basic legislation cannot be 
complied with, 
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Senator Cuavez. All right, I think that we understand the pay 
raise situation and we will consider it most seriously. 

Mr. Tuurston. Thank you very much. 

Senator Cuavez. We will adjourn until 2 o’clock. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Civi, AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENTS OF F. B. LEE, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS; A. 0. BASNIGHT, ACTING BUDGET OFFICER; 
H. H. HOWELL, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON AIRPORT PROJECT; 
F. R. CAWLEY, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON 


Senator McCarran (presiding). We have before us the item of the 
additional Washington airport. The record shows that the House 
committee approved the item and on the floor of the House it was 
eliminated. You may proceed to present your justification if you 
have any. 

Mr. Ler. I have a prepared general statement which I would like 
to submit and there are a few additional words that I would like to 
say also. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. Your statement may go in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


GENERAL STATEMENT BY Mr. F. B. Lee, Depury AbDMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS 


The Civil Aeronauties Administration has long been concerned over the pro- 
vision of adequate airport facilities to provide for air traffic in the metropolitan 
area of Washington. After considerable study was given to this problem, the 
CAA was convinced that the existing Washington Natiohal Airport was inadequate 
to take care of future traffic demands, that its present capacity could not be in- 
creased by any physical expansion of the airport, and that supplemental airport 
facilities would be required no later than 1955. 

The use of Andrews Field was considered and found to be a satisfactory solution 
of the problem, even though some improvements and rearrangement of facilities 
would be required to convert it into a civil airport. The Department of Defense, 
however, advised that its plans contemplated the maximum utilization of the 
facility as a military airport and that it could not consent to civil use of the field 
under any circumstances. That reason precluded further consideration of 
Andrews Air Force Base as a possible supplemental airport. 

Friendship International Airport at Baltimore, then under construction, was 
examined and found to be of a size and design adequate to accommodate the type 
of air traffic serving Washington. There were, however, serious disadvantages 
in the use of this airport as a second terminal airport for Washington. First, 
is the time required to reach the airport from downtown Washington. The 
average of a series of test runs showed that it required 56 minutes, during off-peak 
periods, to drive to the airport from Sixteenth and K Streets. Second, is the 
time required for interchange of passengers between Friendship International and 
Washington National Airport. Test runs showed that 1 hour and 9 minutes was 
the average off-peak driving time between the two airports. ‘Third, is the fact 
that the existing Baltimore Airport is not capable of handling the estimated 1955 
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overfiow traffic from Washington National Airport in addition to the 1955 air 
traffic required to serve the city of Baltimore alone. It is true that the additio:, 
of parallel runways at the Friendship International Airport would take care of 
the situation in 1955, but even that additional capacity would be overtaxed }b\ 
the future air-traffic demands of both the Baltimore and Washington areas. 
It is true that with regard to the first and second objections the driving time will 
be shortened by the completion of the Washington-Baltimore expressway, but 
the CAA estimates that the minimum off-peak driving time between Sixteent) 
and K Streets and the Friendship International Airport upon completion of this 
expressway will be 48-50 minutes which is beyond the limits of acceptable off-peak 
driving time. Likewise, the completion of the expressway can lower the time 
required for ground transportation involved in passenger interchange betwee) 
the two airports, but it does not appear possible to reduce the off-peak interchange 
time to less than | hour which also is too great a period of time to be acceptable, 
The development of Friendship International Airport puts Baltimore in the 
fortunate position of being one of the few cities in the country which has airport 
facilities adequate to meet a good part of its future needs. It is the CAA’: 
position, however, that the airport is not capable of handling all of Baltimore’s 
traffic and, in addition, all of the overflow traffic that is excess to the capacity of 
Washington National Airport. 

It was therefore determined by the CAA that the need for additional airport 
facilities could be answered properly only by the development of a new airport 
These facts were presented to Congress which authorized the appropriation of 
$14,000,000 for a new airport (Public Law 762, 8ist Cong.). The sum of $1.- 
000,000 was appropriated for land acquisition and planning work with the recog- 
nition that it would not be sufficient to acquire all of the land for an airport. 
Subsequent to this appropriation, detailed site studies were undertaken. After 
a survey of every possible site within a reasonable distance of Washington, ai 
area near Burke, Va., was selected for the location of the Washington supplemental! 
airport. 

The selection of the Burke site was made only after thorough study of soil 
conditions, possibility of encountering subsurface rock, a study of topography, 
an analysis of the location and access of the site, probable land costs, ability to 
provide an efficient runway lay-out, over-all development costs, ability to develop 
capacity traffic patterns and the impact of the site on the community. ‘The choice 
of sites was narrowed to Fairfax County after it had been determined that in this 
county lay the best solution of the problem of providing an airport that would 
accommodate peak air traffic without interference and at the same time would 
be within an acceptable distance of downtown Washington. 

Every attempt was made to hold in confidence the sites which were under con- 
sideration in order to preclude any possibilitv of real estate speculation which 
might result in inereased costs to the Government. Prior to the seleetion of the 
site near Burke the CAA conferred with the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax 
County and found that the views of that body were generally the same as those 
of the CAA regarding impact of the Burke site on the community. After the 
selection of the site had been announced the matter was presented to the Nationa! 
Capital Park and Planning Commission for study. That group endorsed the 
selection of the Burke site insofar as its compatability with the over-all master 
plan for Washington is concerned. 

We have called in the Bureau of Public Roads to make tests for subsurface soil 
conditions. These tests indicate that no rock excavation will be required except 
for isolated boulders and quartz dikes. These tests will continue; we have already 
been assured that the rock situation is even better than we had anticipated at the 
time the site was selected. 

The site is located in open country some distance away from any concentratio! 
of population. It will be easilv accessible with an average off-peak driving tim: 
of 25 minutes from the White House and not to exceed 27 minutes from the hote! 
district at Sixteenth and K Streets. It will be only 20 to 22 minutes by road 
from Washington National Airport. 

The CAA believes that it is a good site, that it is definitely needed and that i 
order to provide for completion of the project in 1955, which our traffic studics 
indieate is a necessity, the development of the project should proceed without 


delay. 
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JUSTIFICATION—-SUPPLEMENTAL EsTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION, FiIscAL YEAR 
1952, AppiTIONAL WASHINGTON AIRPORT, Civin ABRONAUTICS ADMINIs- 
TRATION 

HOUSE DOCUMENT NO. 348 


Additional Washington Airport, Civil Aeronautics Administration 


tequest for fiscal vear 1952 : $1, 660, 000 
\ppropriation, 1951 1, 000, 000 
Cumulative obligations to Dee. 31, 1951 944, 929 
Cumulative expenditures to Dec. 31, 1951 943, 532 
Budget estimate next fiscal year 0 


Employment: 
Average Number, current appropriation 3 
Number involved in this estimate { 
\ctual employment Dec. 31, 1951 3 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


a) $1,028,720 to complete acquisition of land for the new Washington airport. 
b) $631,280 for preparation of detailed engineering and architectural plans and 
specifications for the airport and an access road; and for project supervision and 
administration, 
GENERAL JUSTIFICATION 


This estimate covers additional requirement for funds to complete land acquisi- 
tion and preparation of detailed engineering plans and specifications for the con- 
struction of a publie airport in the vicinity of the District of Columbia as author- 
ized and directed by Public Law 762, Eighty-first Congress, second session, 
$1,000,000 having been appropriated for preliminary engineering and to initiate 
the acquisition of land. 

Sketch plans have been developed to construct a basic airport adequate to 
handle the air traffic anticipated for calendar year 1955. The design of the air- 
port will provide for expanding the facility to meet ultimate requirements at 
minimum cost. For the first stage of the development, the additional fund 
requirements are estimated at $1,660,000 in 1952; $6,900,000 in 1953; and 
$4,440,000 in 1954, or a total of $14,000,000 including the $1,000,000 already 
appropriated. There is attached a chart listing the items which make up this 
preliminary estimate of $14,000,000. 

Based on engineering and aeronautical studies which encompassed the fields of 
soils, topography, location and access, land costs, development costs, air-traffic 
patterns, and impact on the community, the Secretary of Commerce on June 13, 
1951, approved the selection of a site at Burke, Va., for the new airport. Con- 
demnation proceedings for the acquisition of the site were commenced by the 
Department of Justice in September 1951. 


JUSTIFICATION BY ACTIVITY 


!. Acquisition of land, $1,028,720 

Land requirements for the proposed airport consist of 4,200 acres for the airport 
site, plus 320 acres for access-road right-of-way, a total of 4,520 acres. The esti- 
inate of additional fund requirements for land purchase is based on a preliminary 
estimate of value of the various tracts comprising the site made by appraisers 
elected by the Department of Justice. The appraisers’ reports were outlined 
in & letter, a portion of which is quoted below, dated August 21, 1951, to the 
\ssistant Attorney General: 

“On behalf of the appraisers who are evaluating the property in the Burke 
\irport site, | wish to advise that our joint estimate of the total value of all prop- 
erties proposed to be acquired, as shown by the map furnished us as of this date, 
including the right-of-way, is $1,703,250. 

“Ricwarp B. HAut.” 


Final appraisals probably will not be completed until some time in the early 
spring, 1952; nevertheless, the final figure should not vary substantially from the 
$1,703,000 contained -in the appraisers’ preliminary estimate. In addition to 
the above, the CAA has been requested by the Fairfax County School Board to 
include in its taking the existing Burke School, inasmuch as the location will be 
affected by the closing of roads through the site, making new facilities necessary 
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at other locations. It is proposed to include this school, which has an estimated 
value of $200,000, in the land acquisition. This raises the total land acquisition 
estimate to $1,903,000. 

Of the total requirement of $1,903,000 for land acquisition, $874,280 is avail- 
able from the $1,000,000 previously appropriated. Of the amount presently 
available, $832,500 has been deposited with the United States district court to 
cover the cost of that portion of the site for which “declarations of taking” have 
been filed. The balance plus the amount requested herein are required so that 
additional ‘‘declarations of taking’’ can be filed or direct purchases made in time 
to permit the Government to take possession of the entire site by May 1, 1952. 
2. Preliminary engineering and administration, $631,280 

This portion of the estimate covers the cost of contracts for preparation of 
detailed engineering and architectural plans and specifications for construction 
of the airport; preparation of detailed plans and specifications for the access road 
to the airport; and the cost of project supervision and administration. 

Of the total estimate, $566,280 is the estimated cost of contracts with private 
consultant engineering and architectural firms for preparation of detailed plans 
and specifications for the airport; $30,000 is for preparation of detailed plans and 
specifications for the access road; and $35,000 is for administering and supervising 
the project. 

It is planned to negotiate the engineering and architectural contracts before 
the end of fiscal year 1952 and if the planning of the project proceeds according 
to the present schedule, it will be possible, subject to availability of appropria- 
tions, to award contracts for the initial construction phase of the project in the 
early spring of 1953. 


Preliminary estimate for first-stage development 


i | ; ¥ 

| Appropri- | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
Total cost | ated fiscal | 1952sup- | 1953 sup- 

| year 1951 | plemental | plemental 


Fiscal year 
1954 


. Acquisition of land - --- a $1, 903, 000 
2. Remove power and phone lines 15, 000 | 
3. Site clearance. ---- ; ; 211, 000 | 
4. Road relocation... ---- aie 120, 000 
5. Grading --- , : , 400,000 |... i as | 
5. Drainage __- B ; 3 250, 000 | tegen : yh 250, 000 
. Turfing 4 210,000 |....-- ‘ wae 110, 000 |... ‘ 
. Paving_-.-.. alain 3, 240, 000 : sd ....| $8, 240,000 
. Lighting ae 84, 000 . mi sade | 84, 000 
. Fencing Fi ‘ 35, 000 |___- ; | 35, 000 
. Access road ‘ : , 436, 000 | . 1, 436; 000 Ps ..<..-- 
2. Control tewer 190, 000 | quake 190, 000 
3. Terminal building - - -- S 550, 000 | “ ae cataias eae 550, 000 
. Water supply | 125, 000 |_._. aaa 125, 000 wake 
5. Sanitary sewer system 22, 000 : 22, 000 j-..- 
}. Sewage disposal system 170, 000 ; : 7 170, 000 | 
. Interior roads ‘ 22, 000 
. Automobile parking - - - saesestal 78, 000 | 
etapa eae eS ftps SSS atnemeenmee . 
Subtotal. eS ee ------| 12, 961, 000 874, 280 | 1,028,720 | 6, 881,000 | , 177, 000 
Engineering and supervision, 8 percent....| 1,039, 000 | 125, 720 | 631, 280 | 19, 000 263, 000 


Total 14, 000, 000 | 1,000,000 | 1, 660, 000 | 6, 900, 000 4, 440, 000 





THE: SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 18, 1962. 
Hon. KENNETH McKELLAR, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Senator McKetuar: With reference to H. R. 6947, the third 
supplemental appropriation bill for 1952, as passed by the House on March 
13, I respectfully request your committee to consider restoration of the item 
of $1,660,000 for an additional Washington Airport and relief from the 90 per- 
cent restriction upon funds made available for increased pay costs. 

Air traffic in the Washington area has increased to the point.that airport 
facilities in addition to the Washington National Airport are required. A com- 
prehensive study has been made of feasible methods of obtaining relief from the 
traffic congestion, From this study it is clear that by 1955 safe and orderly 
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movement of aircraft will demand an additional airport facility. The need for 
such an airport has been recognized by Congress in authorizing the expenditure 
of $14,000,000 for this project and in appropriating $1,000,000 for acquisition of 
land. Toward that objective, $944,000 has been obligated for land at the Burke 
site. Detailed engineering, technical and traffic studies of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration have led to the firm conclusion that Burke is the best location 
for the necessary airport. Since an additional airport is needed and the best 
location is Burke, it is strongly recommended that the requested $1,660,000 be 
restored in order to complete the land acquisition and the preparation of detailed 
engineering and architectural plans and specifications. The appropriation should 
be made at this time if completion of the airport is not to be deferred beyond 
1958. 

In connection with the restriction which has the effect of a 10-percent reduc- 
tion in the amount made available for increased pay costs, it is to be noted that 
the funds requested cover only the mandatory pay increases which were put 
into effect on October 24, 1951, on a retroactive basis. The reduction of approxi- 
mately $1,400,000 in the amount available for personal services entails substan- 
tial reductions in personnel during the fourth quarter. Assuming an appropria- 
tion available April | and 30-day notices issued promptly, May 1 would be the 
earliest date on which employees concerned could be separated from the rolls. 
Approximately six employees would have to be separated to effect a saving 
equivalent to the full-year cost of one position. These reductions would have 
drastic effects on programs of the entire Department. The following are some 
of the specifie effects of such reductions on certain programs. 

This reduction would cause serious delays for the nest and Geodetic Survey 
in sending some ships to Alaska and since the working season in Alaskan and 
adjacent waters is very short, would hamper hydrographic, topographic, and 
geodetic control surveying Operations which are important for defense purposes. 
Personnel reductions in chart reproduction functions would impair the delivery 
of charts for the military and would delay the conversion of aeronautical charts 
from the low-frequency to the high-frequency common system. The reductions 
required here are estimated at 140 positions for the remainder of the fiscal vear. 

The Patent Office would be required to give notices to 180 employees on April 
1, a reduction of about 10 percent in total employment. It is vitally important 
that the present level of employment be maintained without further cut-back 
in order to accomplish the production necessary to make modest inroads in the 
accumulated backlog of work with which the Office has been faced for several 
vears. As of December 31, 1951, the Office had an accumulated workload of 
191,000 patent applications, 5,500 design patent applications, and 34,000 trade- 
mark applications pending disposal. 

This reduction would occasion a disruption of public service immediately in 
the Census Bureau’s current program. The most likely course of action would 
be the suspension of a considerable amount of census work resulting in serious 
delays in various programs. Such course of action is always costly to the public 
in terms of the value of timely statistical data available per dollar expended. 
In connection with the seventeenth decennial census which has been under way 
for more than 2 vears, the proportionate loss of statistical data would be even 
greater than that on the current program although the immediate effect would 
not be so drastic, since the funds involved extend into next fiscal vear. The 
loss of $66,000 of appropriation would result in the loss of more than 10 times 
that amount of data (in terms of total dollar cost) since the program is more 
than 90 percent completed. At this stage of the census a cut of $66,000 could 
be accomplished only through reductions in publication, which is less than one- 
twentieth of the total cost of collection and processing of the statistical data 
involved. In other words, the data that would not be published because of a 
shortage of printing funds would have cost the Government well over $1,000,000 
to collect and process to the point of publication. Such a situation would be 
viewed as a loss of over $1,000,000 instead of a saving of $66,000. 

Funds appropriated for the Civil Aeronautics Administration are needed to 
nsure safety in air transportation. The estimate of $6,150,000 for costs of the 
pay act was based on a program of continuing essential services with minimum 
personnel levels. The performance of this plan has resulted in reducing emplov- 
ment by 318 since June 30, 1951. The staffing reduction already experienced has 
placed the Civil Aeronautics Administration in a position where any further loss 
of personnel will handicap the rendering of effective services to an expanding avia- 
tion industry and the national defense program. In the ninth month of this fiscal 
vear,it would be uneconomical to require this program to absorb $750,000 of the 
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pay costs. All funds available and anticipated are allocated to meet existiny 
needs. To effect a saving of $750,000 through reduction-in-force procedures, jt 
would be necessary to dismiss some 1,500 employees on April 15 and expend 
$600,000 in terminal leave payments. Reducing the cost of programs by $1,350,000 
would eliminate services the cost of which would be equal to that of operating and 
maintaining 47 airport traffic control towers and 91 aeronautical communications 
stations (class 2) for a 2%-month period. A personnel loss of this magnitude 
would be wasteful in that the emplovees are necessary for existing workload and 
their services will continue to be needed after July 1, 1952. 

Although I have given certain specific examples only, the effect throughout the 
entire Department would be substantially the same. Rather extensive adjust- 
ments in programs would be required on the basis of considerations other tha) 
efficiency or economy. Substantial amounts of money would be expended for 
lump-sum terminal leave payments under circumstances where application to 
program requirements would vield infinitely more return to the taxpayers. 
reduction in staff to effect $1,400,000 reduction in the last 2 months of the fisca 
year would require elimination of $8,400,000 of positions on an annual basis. 

In closing I would like to point out that although I am not requesting restora- 
tion of the $5% million reduction in the amount requested for payments to States 
under the Federal-aid highway program, in the event that the amount provided 
by the bill as passed by the House is not sufficient, it may be necessary to halt 
processing of vouchers in the latter part of June until fiscal vear 1953 funds become 
available. 

Representatives of the Department will be available to appear before your com- 
mittee to answer such questions or present such additional information as you 
may require in vour consideration of this appeal for restoration of the reductions 
made by the House. 

Sincerely vours, 
CHARLES SAWYER, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


ENLARGING AIRPORT CAPACITY OF WASHINGTON AREA 


Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, this is a project which has been under 
study for several years by the Civil Aeronautics Administration. — It is 
based upon the fact that the existing capacity of the Washington 
National Airport is limited. We felt some years back it was neces- 
sary to make long-range plans for enlarging the airport capacity of 
the Washington area. For the past years we have been intensivel) 
studying the possibilities for this expansion of the airport capacity of 
the area. We felt that by 1955 it would be essential that we have 
another facility in the area which would take traffic which could not 
be accommodated in the Washington National Airport as it presently 
exists. 

ALTERNATE SITES STUDIED 


This airport cannot be materially expanded. The physical area of 
the airport is such, its location is such, its surroundings are such that 
we cannot make a physical enlargement to increase its capacity. — | 
the course of this study we made an intensive review of the possibilities 
of Andrews Field, now known as Andrews Air Force Base, for civil 
use. We had conversations with the Air Force with regard to the 
possible allocation of this facility for civil use. 

Senator McCarran. Where is that located? 

Mr. Ler. That is located just to the east of Washington, Mr 
Chairman, approximately 9 miles from the center of towa. 

In the course of our conversations with the Air Force we were 
informed that the defense needs for this area were such. as to require 
maximum utilization of Andrews Field for Department of Defeuse 
aircraft and that no civil use could be made of the facility. Conse- 
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quently, although this might have been adapted for civil use with 
certain minor modifications, it became apparent that it would not 
be available for civil use and, consequently, we eliminated Andrews 
Field from our consideration. 

We also gave detailed consideration to the use of Friendship Inter- 
national Airport at Baltimore. That airport is a good airport. It 
has a good design and it has a large unused capacity at the present 
time. 

Senator McCarran. How far is that from the Capital? 

Mr. Ler. That is approximately 36.8 miles from the White House 
with the present road system. With possible future road systems 
it will be 32.4 miles from the White House. 

| might say that with the exception of the Willow Run Airport at 
Detroit, there is no other airport serving a major city in this country 
which is more than 20 miles from the center of town. Willow Run 
Airport at Detroit, which is 32 miles from the center of town, has 
proved unsatisfactory, and plans are under way for the construction 
of an additional facility for that city which is closer to the center of 
town. 

As to the capacity of the Baltimore Friendship Airport, it does have 
excess capacity at the present time, but the forecasts of air transporta- 
tion in this country are such that in the future its capacity would not 
he sufficient to take care of Baltimore traffic and the Washington traffic 
which the Washington National Airport cannot accommodate. 

The location of the Friendship Airport is such in mileage that it is 
farther from the center of town than almost any other airport in the 
United States. Its driving time at the present time is 56 minutes in 
the off-peak hours; that is, the most favorable driving conditions. 
With the new highway system it might be 48 to 50 minutes. These 
are recent tests which have been performed under the auspices of the 
\merican Automobile Association. 

Senator McCarran. In the House hearings, on page 105, the Statler 
Hotel to Friendship Airport is 36.8 minutes and then 58.5 minutes. 
| do not know what that means. 

Mr. Howett. That is miles, sir. : 

Senator McCarran. It says minutes here. 

Mr. Ler. That must be an error in the record here, because the 
distance is 36.8 miles. 

Senator McCarran. Look at this, please. You will see it. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Chairman, that shows an asterisk, if you 
will note, a No. 1, which refers down below, and with your permission 
| will read it. It says: 

With the completion of the Washington expressway, the Civil Aeronautics 
\dministration estimates the average time from Friendship to the Washington 
Statler Hotel will be reduced to 40 minutes driving time. 

Mr. Ler. Since the time of that hearing, Mr. Chairman, we have 
had a project with the American Automobile Association to redeter- 
mine the driving times and the latest estimate of the test under their 
auspices is that the time to Friendship International Airport with the 
hew expressway would be from 48 to 50 minutes. That means that the 
driving time to the airport from Washington would be about the same 
as the flying time to New York. 

We have made extensive studies of this airport and the matter was 
thoroughly discussed at the hearings before the Eighty-first Congress 
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on what was later passed as Public Law 762. 


It was our feeling aj 
that time, as it is at the present time, that the location of the Friendship 
Airport is such as to make it inadvisable for use for the Washington 
metropolitan area. 


AUTHORIZATION 





FOR 





NEW WASHINGTON 





AIRPORT 








The Congress, in passing the legislation, Public Law 762, and 
authorizing $14 million for the construction of the new airport, passed 
on this issue which was brought forcibly before them with regard to 
the possibility of using Friendship International Airport. The matter 
was then briefly considered again in connection with the appropriation 
which was made by the Eighty-second Congress of $1 million for land 
acquisition and planning. 
SELECTION OF 


BURKE SITE 





In connection with the selection of the site for the new airport, we 
have made extensive studies extending over a period of many months 
of all possible sites surrounding Washington. The Burke site was 
selected after an intensive study of that and other sites with respect 
to the soil and rock conditions, and I might sav there has been men- 
tioned the possibility of rock underlying the soil at the Burke Airport 

We have made surveys with the Bureau of Public Roads in regard 
to the soil conditions. They have made rock tests and have revealed 
that there is no substantial rock formation underlying the area which 
would be graded to make the proposed airport. There are occasional 
rock ridges and some small deposits but no substantial rock formations 

We also studied the location and access to the various sites with a 
view to having a site which would be immediately available to the 
Washington area and which would provide a good interchange of 
traffic between the existing airport and the new airport. That is 
important because if airlines are to operate into both fields, we have 
to allow for the interchange of passengers and express, freight, and 
mail between the two airports. 

We also studied the land costs and construction costs and found 
that the Burke site came out favorably with respect to all other sites 
except one which we felt was located too far from the center of town 
to be practical. 

Senator McCarran. Which is that? 

Mr. Ler. That is the Chantilly site which is located to the west of 
Washington. We studied the sites from the most efficient runway 
lay-out and found the Burke site permitted the most efficient runway 
lay-out we could conceive. We studied the patterns, the capacity of 
the traffic patterns around the airport. 

There has been some mention that the patterns would be limited 
We feel that the patterns would not be limited, that the capacity of 
Burke is as great as any of the other airports in the vicinity that could 
be found. 


SIZE OF 





SITE COMPARED 


Senator McCarran. How many acres are in F riendship Airport? 
Senator O’Conor. 3,200. 


Senator McCarran. How many acres are in this Burke Airport? 
Mr. Howe tt. 4,200. 
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Mr. Lun. Finally, we studied the sites with respect to the impact on 
the community, the disruption of the landowners who are there, the 
disruption of the community as a whole, and the safety aspects. We 
picked this site because we felt it had a minimum impact upon the 
landowners who were in that area as compared with other areas, and 
we picked it because the area surrounding the airport was relatively 
free from habitation. 

We have made plots of the accidents at Newark and found none of 
those accidents would have affected any dwelling in the area. 

In sum total, we made a very exhaustive and complete study of all 
possible sites, and on the basis of the balance of all factors, we selected 
the Burke site as bei ‘ing the most appropriate. As required by law, we 
consulted with the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County prior to 
the final selection of the site. There were three meetings with the 
board of supervisors at which all of the possible areas were pointed out 
and we received no objection to the Burke site as opposed to any other. 

Finally, after the site had been selected, we consulted with the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission and that Commis- 
sion made an independent study of the site and concurred in our deci- 
sion to select the Burke site for the second airport here. 

Senator CHavez. You stated that you consulted with the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Fairfax and they did not have any 
objection, but did they give approval? 

Mr. Ler. May I ask Mr. Howell, who was present, to answer that? 


LOCAL OPPOSITION TO BURKE SITE 


Mr. Howe... There was no approval given by the.Board of Super- 
visors of the County of Fairfax. If my memory serves me correctly, 
it was specifically pointed out at the start of our meetings they did 
not desire to give any approval on any site in Fairfax County. The 
discussion was more or less on the effect of a location, of each location, 
upon the county as a whole, and its immediate area. 

Senator McCarran. Was there any objection from those around 
the area, in the vicinity of the area? 

Mr. Les. Mr. Chairman, during the course of the selection of the 
airport we made every effort to avoid speculation in real estate values 
at any proposed site and, consequently, we took all precautions that 
there would be no public knowledge of the possible sites to be selected. 
We felt that it was imperative that we protect the interests of the 
Federal Government by not allowing speculation on any possible 
site, and, consequently, there were only a few people within the 
Government, those actually studying the problem, who knew of the 
sites and we believe that except for the Fairfax County Board of 
Supervisors, there were none without the Government. 

Senator McCarran. After it became public knowledge, has there 
been any objec tion to it? 

Mr. Lex. There have been objections voiced. 

Senator McCarran. How prevalent are they? 

Mr. Lee. There has been a local citizens group or groups which have 
voiced real objection to the site, I think as could be expected from the 
selection of any site. We have attempted in every way to ease the 
impact of the land-taking on the people who held property there. 
We have tried to be as liberal as possible in fixing up our schedules for 
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actually taking possession to allow for children being in school, to 
allow for the crop season, to allow for any personal considerations 
which might affect the citizens there. 

Senator McCarran. Is this agricultural land you are taking? 

Mr. Howe tt. [ would say 20 percent is devoted to agriculture. 

Senator McCarran. What is the other 80 percent devoted to? 

Mr. Howe... Largely second-growth timber. That 20 percent is 
a rather hazardous guess. 

Senator McCarran. Let us go back again. There has been ob- 
jection since the matter became public knowledge? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator McCarran. That objection has come from groups and 
individuals as well? 

Mr. Lee. That is correct. 

Senator McCarran. Also a congressional delegation, as I under- 
stand it. How about that? 

Mr. Ler. I understand that Congressman Smith of that district 
voted against the appropriation in the House. 

Senator McCarran. That would be one indication, would it not? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator McCarran. How about the other Members? 

Mr. Ler. I believe Senator Byrd has written a letter opposing the 
construction of the airport at the present location. 
Senator McCarran. And Senator Robertson? 
Mr. Ler. We have no indication of his position. 

















LETTER ADDRESSED TO HON. KENNETH MCKELLAR, CHAIRMAN 








Senator McCarran. I think he will be here. Senator Byrd's 
letter is here and we will insert it in the record. I will read it first. 
This is addressed to Senator McKellar. It says: 




















This letter is for the purpose of expressing my opposition to the inclusion of 
funds for the proposed Burke Airfield in the pending supplemental appropriation 
bill, and I hope the committee will not restore this item. 

My opposition is based on expressions of citizens to the effect that such an instal- 
lation would be contrary to their best interests and contrary to the best interests 
and safety of those in airplanes which would use this facility. 

It is my own view that other, better, safer, more economic and more efficient 
facilities are in being and available. 

I will appreciate it if you would advise the committee of these views, which | 
offer as a Senator from the State involved. 

With my highest personal regards and best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry F. Byrp. 

P. S.—I am forwarding this letter to you because due to a previous engagement 
I am unable to appear personally before your committee this afternoon. 


REASON FOR REQUEST IN SUPPLEMENTAL BILL 


Senator CHAavez. Why was this item brought in a supplemental bil! 
instead of in the regular appropriation bill that provides for airports? 
What is the hurry? 

Mr. Lee. The hurry is to try and proceed to effect our plans for the 
construction so that we can get going during the current cgnstruction 
season. The question is a matter of months. The quicker that we 
can get going, the more of the current construction season can be used. 

















THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 203 


Our next step is to perfect engineering studies of the site which will 
require a detailed study of the soil conditions, the grades, the drainage 
and other factors out there, and following that we hope to proceed 
with an appropriation for construction. 

Senator CHavez. Do I understand the site was selected originally 
because it was within a certain area without knowing anything about 
the soil, without knowing anything about the other factors that should 
enter into good design for an airport? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. We made extensive studies of the amount of 
vrading that would be required of the general terrain conditions. 
The engineering studies I have referred to now are for the purpose of 
actually making the detailed plans and specifications for the construc- 
tion of the airport. 

Senator Cuavez. I understand that, but in comparison with Chan- 
tilly or other sites within the county, did you make detailed studies 
thereof as to what the cost would be in these other sites? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. We have comparative cost figures if the committee 
would like them. 

Senator SALTonstaLu. Is the meeting open to questions? 

Senator McCarran. Yes. 


LAND ACQUISITION COSTS TO DATE 


Senator SALTONSTALL. I would like to ask does the Federal Gov- 
ernment own this land now? Or is it under option? 

Mr. Lex. The Federal Government has taken over a portion of the 
land. The rest of it is subject to a notice of taking which does not 
permit transfer or encumbering of the land. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. How much money of the Federal Govern- 
ment has already been sunk in it, actually spent? 

Mr. Basnicur. There has been $943,000 expended to date in the 
taking of this land. 

Senator SaALTONSTALL. That has been spent for the taking of the 
land? 

Mr. Basnieur. That is correct. That money has been deposited 
with the Department of Justice which acts for the Government in the 
taking of land. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Has the land been deeded over to the 
Government? 

Mr. Basnicut. In some cases it has. 

Senator Ferauson. Could 1 inquire under what authority? Under 
what authority did they pay for this land and buy it? 

Mr. Lex. Under the authority of Public Law 762 of the Eighty-first 
Congress which authorized the construction of a supplemental airport 
in the Washington area. 

Senator Fereuson. Did it say where the port was to be? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. Just a supplemental airport? 

Mr. Ler, That is correct. 


APPROPRIATED FUNDS 


Senator Fercuson. How much was appropriated under that bill? 
Mr. Ler. In the Eighty-first Congress the sum of $1 million was 
appropriated. 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator SALTONSTALL. You are now requesting another $1,600,000 
or thereabouts? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. ‘To go ahead with the purchase of more land 
and for this engineering work and the surveying work? 

Mr. Ler. It is to complete the purchase of land which is already 
under a notice of taking by the Department of Justice and also to 
conduct detailed engineering studies. 


OBJECTIONS TO USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator SALTONsTALL. Assuming we need a supplemental airport 
in Washington, and I think pretty nearly everybody will agree on that, 
what are the objections of your department to using the Friendship 
Airport up in Baltimore? I am asking that not because I am inter- 
ested in the Friendship Airport, but as a Senator who wants to try to 
keep expenses down, and who has been landed at that Friendship 
Airport and who believes it is not being used very much at the present 
time. 

Mr. Lee. Our objections are of two kinds, Mr. Senator. The first 
one is the distance of the Friendship Airport from town. 

Senator SALTSONSTALL. How far is it? 

Mr. Ler. It is 36.8 miles at the present time and with a possible 
projected highway system, it might come down to 32.4 miles from 
the White House. 

I might point out, as I previously have, there is no other airport in 
the United States except Detroit Willow Run which is over 20 miles 
from the center of a metropolitan area. 

Senator Fercuson. How much? 

Mr. Ler. Over 20 miles. 

Senator FerGcuson. It is much more than 20 miles. It is 35 or 36 
miles. 

Mr. Ler. Baltimore Friendship serves Baltimore. I am referring 
to Baltimore Friendship serving Washington. 

Senator SaLronsTaLu. How far is this field in Virginia? 

Mr. Lee. Eighteen miles. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You would have to build a new highway to 
connect into it? 

Mr. Ler. From the Shirley Highway; ves. Approximately 6 miles. 

Senator SaronstaLL. There is a new highway being built right by 
this Friendship Airport between Baltimore and W ashington? 

Mr. Len. Yes. 


Senator Satronsrauu. A two-lane highway? 
DRIVING TIME 


Mr. Ler. Yes. Even with that highway, the driving time which 
we have recently had verified by tests by the American Automobile 
Association would be approximately twice what it is to the Burke site. 
It would be somewhere between 48 and 50 minutes. ; 

Senator THyr. May | ask why, sir?) Why would the driving time 
be so much greater? Why do you anticipate the driving time so much 
greater in driving 14 miles once you get on the highway? 
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Senator Frrauson. They are both limited-access highways, are 
they not? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. One involves going through very large 
sections of Ww ashington, going out to the northeast. 

Senator Ferguson. Why do you measure it to the White House? 

Senator Haypen. There is right in the oval to the south of the 
White House a monument that was erected there a number of vears 
ago by the highway authorities that is the initial point of all measure- 
ments out of Washington, D.C. 

Senator Fercuson. Is that vour reason? 

Mr. Howe. No. 

Senator Tuyt. Mr. Chairman, if | might pursue the question I 
asked of Mr. Lee, why do you contemplate the driving time to be so 
much greater to the Friendship airport over the anticipated new port 
that you now have in mind? You have the Pentagon traffic out 
here and you have all the residential district that is now developing 
over in Arlington, and you have two bridges in question which are 
drawbridges and which are subject to tying up traffic any time for a 
period of 30 or more minutes. 

Why is it gomg to take so much more time to go out to the Friend- 
ship Airport over and above the designated point in the new airport? 

Mr. Ler. | can give you a detailed breakdown of the driving times. 

Senator Tuyr. You must be able to tell us. 

Mr. Ler. It is largely a question of distance in traffic. The traffie 
out through northeast Washington to the limited access highway and 
from there on out is heavy naturally. It does not move as rapidly 
as the traffic on Shirley Highway. 

Senator CHavez. You do vot have any bridges to cross. Ninety- 
six thousand cars cross three bridges from the Virginia side to Wash- 
ington every day. 

Senator Ferauson. Where is the center of population? Is that 
not where vour measurement of air traffic takes place instead of the 
White House? 

Mr. Lex. The White House is essentially the center of the business 
area and the hotel area. We picked that as a convenient point right 
near the Statler Hotel, the Mavflower Hotel, as the ones which would 
be used. 

Senator Tuy. Is it not true that the highway leading from that 
urea goes away from the center of traffic because vour center of traffic 
is here on Capitol Hill where your two office buildings are and the 
driving that I have done in the District in the past 5 vears and 4 
months has certainly indicated to me that your heavy traffic is out in 
the direction of the Pentagon of the Capital. You are starting from 
the other side of this heavy traffic from the White House going in the 
opposite direction. That is why I cannot follow vou when you say it 
is a matter of driving time and if vou would explain categorically in 
your opinion, I would best be able to judge in my own mind whether 
you are right or whether I think vou are wrong. 

Mr. Len. The question of driving time, of course, is largely a ques- 
tion of distance. 

On the limited access highway to the northeast to Friendship and 
on the limited access highway of Shirley Highway to the southeast 
the speed limits will be “the same, 55 miles per hour. So once you 
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get on the highway, it is a question of mileage. The mileage natural], 
greatly favors the Burke site over the Friendship site. 

You also have the delay between the District line and whereve: 
you measure from. We tried to pick a central location. Maybe 
the White House wasn’t the most central location, but it was one 
which has been used as a point of measuring distances and times. 
one which we felt was a reasonably fair point to start from. 


ACCESS HIGHWAY TO BURKE SITE 


Senator McCarran. Your access road to the proposed airport gocs 
off of Shirley Highway? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCa RRAN. Is it not true there is now in process of setting 
up a subdivision in the area between Shirley Highway and the 
proposed site? 

Mr. Ler. I understand there is some construction going on there. 

Senator McCarran. You propose to go right through that con- 
struction with your access road? 

Mr. Ler. We have made studies of several locations for the access 
road. 

Senator McCarran. I am taking the one you have laid before the 
committee here. 

Mr. Ler. That is the initial plan. However, since that time we 
have studied it with the Public Roads Administration and with the 
Fairfax County planning officers and have studied additional sites 
which would run north of the Southern Railway which I believe 
appears on that map which you have there. 

Senator McCarran. Then you must cross the Southern Railway 
and get into the airport? 

Mr. Les. That would be necessary. 

Senator McCarran. By an underpass, probably. Your distance 
then from Shirley Highway to the port becomes greater with your 
northern access road? 

Mr. Lee. That is correct. Mr. Chairman, as far as the distance 
from the Shirley Highway is concerned, that is correct. However, 
we would leave the Shirley Highway nearer to Washington, so the 
over-all distance would not be much different. 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT COST 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this, because this 
subject has always interested me: We have got, as taxpayers, $15 
million and Senator O’Conor tells me that is the figure which is in 
vested in the Friendship Airport. Now we have less than a millio: 
dollars already tied up in this new airport. Assuming that ultimate!) 
there may be needed three ports around Washington, would it not be 
much better to use the second airport that is a ready built in these 
times when we are trying to balance our budget and think of militar) 
matters, and then see which way Washington grows and which way tl: 
air traffic will be served when we get this second airport filled up? | 
that not logical? As a good engineer and administrator, 1s there no‘ 
some logic in that? 
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Mr. Lew. Senator, | feel the Friendship Airport is just not a logical 
solution to the Washington air traffic problem. 

Senator Cuavez. Why did you approve it?) Why did the Board 
approve it at the time of its origin? You had to pass on it. 

Mr. Lee. We participated to a certain extent in the project as a 
Federal aid project. 

Senator McCarran. You had to approve it. That is the question. 

Mr. Leer. We counseled against building an airport of this size. 
We felt the forecasts of traffic which they bad for planning purposes 
over in Baltimore were approximately six times what we thought 
would be correct. 

Senator Ferguson. Why did you give them anv money? 

Mr. Ler. We participated to a limited degree. 

Senator Fereuson. $15,500,000. 

Senator O’Conor. $3,000,000 out of $15,000,000. 

Senator FerGuson. You gave them $3,000,000 and vou now say 
their figures were false. How do you account for that? 

Mr. Ler. We felt the limited participation was to the extent which 
the airport warranted. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. But it is a beautiful airport? 

Mr. Ler. It certainly is. 


BURKE SITE IN UNDEVELOPED SECTION 


Senator McCarran. In this folder vou have laid before the com- 
mittee entitled ‘“‘Report on Supplemental Airport to Serve the Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Area,” on page 18 you say: 


The Burke site is located in a relatively isolated and undeveloped section of 
Fairfax County. 

You have just told the committee there is a subdivision going in 
there. How do you reconcile those two? 

Mr. Howe t. I think I can answer, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. Do you put subdivisions in undeveloped 
areas? 

Mr. Howe... The subdivision under development. is 5 miles east of 
the east boundary of the airport. 

Senator McCarran. It is right in the location through which your 
proposed access road will pass. 

Mr. Howe ui. Not necessarily. 

Senator McCarran. What do you mean by that? It is on that 
map which you are offering us here. 

Mr. Howe t. The final location has not been determined on that, 
sir. 

Senator Ferevson. Suppose they build on your access highway 
and put lights up there that you have to go through, control lights, 
20 miles an hour. 

Mr. Hower... That is under study. The access road will be a 
freeway type of road. 

ACCESS HIGHWAY COST 

Senator McCarran. What will this access road cost? 

Mr. Howry. The Public Roads estimates about $3 million for the 
southern location and about $4 million for the nortbern location. 


97036—52——14 
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Senator McCarran. The northern location is not shown on these 
maps? 

Mr. Howe... It is shown elsewhere in that report. That is a 
draft of a report that I have been working on and that is not yet com- 
pleted. We have tentatively selected a northern and southern route 
for study. 


HOUSING SUBDIVISION ADJACENT TO BURKE SITE 


Senator Ropertson. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? It is my 
understanding that the subdivision under development to which you 
refer actually goes to within 2 miles of the Burke airport site which 
would greatly increase the cost of the additional land you have got to 
buy to get through it, to say nothing of the hazard that the airport 
will create if that area should be built up as now contemplated. It 
would not be an isolated area at all. 

Mr. Howe... The area itself is not; that is, in line with any runway 
proposed on the Burke site, Senator. The developers of the tract 
have been in to see us. The route that is suggested as the southern 
location for this road does pass through a good area of that develop- 
ment. It is the Springfield development, so we are told, which will 
ultimately house some 30,000 people. The initial development which 
is under way now I understand is about 150 houses. So that is on the 
east end of a tract which can grow, and grow to the west, but the 
developers of which frankly encourage the southern location of the 
access road on the basis that it will enhance the value of the western 
portion of their tract. On that basis they have made nothing definite 
in the form of an offer but have indicated in the matter of the right- 
of-way that it would be easy to deal with it, sir. 


LAND-CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS 


Senator Rosertson. One of the property owners over there is not 
going to be easy to deal with. He said it would play havoc with his 
development and the Government would have to put up a lot of money 
because he is going to be seriously damaged. 

About this $943,000 out of the million dollars originally appro- 
priated that is in the hands of the Department of Justice, is that being 
held by the Department of Justice to ascertain the final action of 
Congress on going through with this thing so that if it does not go 
through they will not pay the money out? 

Mr. Howewt. No, sir, Senator. The entire tract is under con- 
demnation. We have filed a declaration of taking and deposited 
initially $818,000 in the Federal court at Alexandria as the fair value 
which the Department of Justice gave us. 

Senator Rospertson. Has there been a court decision that that is a 
fair value? 

Mr. Howe wu. Not yet, sir. 

Senator Rospertrson. Until there is a court decision, the Govern- 
ment can withdraw. They cannot withdraw apparently from the 
tract after it costs about twice what the Government expects. Then 
the owner says, “You go ahead. You have the court dectsion, now 
you pay us.’ Until there is a court decision, the Government can 
drop the proceedings and withdraw from the undertaking. 
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Senator Fercuson. They can dismiss their case. 

Senator Ropertson. They can dismiss their case and take the land. 

Mr. Howe tu. Not being a lawyer, | do not know the legal processes, 
but a report on our land acquisition to date, based on a verbal report 
over the phone the first of this week shows there are 63 parcels of 
land on which the Government deposited money and on which the 
court order has vested title in the United States. 

Senator Ropertson. What do they involve in cash? 

Mr. Howe. $818,050 was the fair value placed on that by the 
Department of Justice. 

Senator Roperrson. Has the court entered an order vesting title 
to $818,000 worth of property? 

Mr. Hower tt. No, sir; there are 40 parcels of the 63 where negoti- 
ations have been reached with the owners. 

I might say on those 40 parcels, we deposited $458,600. The final 
price that bas been negotiated for those 40 parcels is $490,575. 

Senator Ropertson. My information is on all the 63 parcels none 
wanted to sell. Half of those you fixed a price on who because they 
thought they had better settle, would be very glad to be released and 
drop the thing where it stands. 

Mr. Howe.u. That I cannot answer, because all negotiations have 
been done by the Department of Justice through the United States 
attorney in Alexandria. 

Senator Frereuson. Have you done anything since the House 
turned you down on this? 

Mr. Howetu. No, sir. 

Senator FerGuson. If you were turned down by the Congress this 
time, would you still go ahead with your condemnation case? 

Mr. Howstt. I think we would, sir. That is not my decision. 

Senator FerGuson. Who would make that decision? 

Mr. Howeuu. The administrator. 

| should like to point out virtually all of the 63 owners have made 
plans to move in one form or another. 


COST OF BURKE AIRPORT 


Senator Frrauson. I am asking you if you would go ahead if 
Congress did not give you the money. Did the original authorization 
say how much this airport could cost? 

Mr. Lee. $14 million was the amount of the original authorization. 

Senator Fereuson. Will this port, when completed, cost more than 
$14 million? 

Mr. Ler. We are planning with the $14 million a usable facility 
which can be expanded at a later time. 

Senator Frerauson. Wait a minute. Is that all we authorized, 
usable facility, or did we authorize a completed airport at $14 million? 

Mr. Ler. It will be a completed airport at $14 million. 

Senator Ferauson. Then do | understand that you are using the 
technicality that you will give us some kind of an airport for $14 
million? Is that all w e contemplate <d when we passed that legislation, 
to just have some kind of an airport? 

Mr. Ler. The Congress contemplated a completed airport which 
will be there for $14 million. 

Senator McCarran. You say a usable facility. 
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Senator Rosertson. Mr. Chairman, on that point I do not have 
the figures before me, but in the debate on the House side it was 
stated that to finish this airport and put it m the kind of condition tha‘ 
the National Airport is in now would cost a minimum of $35 million 
and might reach $50 million, because nobody knows how much more 
construction costs are going up. 

Senator Fercuson. That is why | was asking my question, as to 
whether or not you are just going to give us for $14 million a skeleton 
airport and then come in here later and say “All you have got is a 
skeleton.” “It is unsafe, it is not the kind of an airport we ought to 
have. We need another $14 million.’ 

Senator SatronstaLu. It will not be as good as the Friendship 
Airport; will it? If you spent $14 million, you would not have half 
the airport you now have at Friendship? 

Mr. Lee. I would not say that. We have an airport which will 
have the traffic capacity as far as handling movements the same as 
Friendship. That has intersecting runways. We have used a more 
recent design in regard to runway location which has been achieved 
in the last 2 years and is the result of intensive study. We will have 
an airport which will handle the traffic which we expect will overflow 
from Washington National in 1955. I want to make clear that we 
have immense faith in the future of aviation. We feel it will continue 
to grow in the future and we want to have sufficient property here to 
permit substantial expansion of the airport in the future as traffic 
warrants. 

Senator CHavez. Why not make use of the facilities such as Friend- 
ship has which are already in existence? 

Mr. Leg. I would like to make one thing clear for the record. That 
is, the Civil Aeronautics Administration does not tell any airplane 
operator where to go with his airplanes. 

Senator Cuavez. He does not tell them where to go, but it cer- 
tainly has something to do with the design. You have something to 
do with the design of Friendship; is that not so? 

Mr. Les. Yes. 

Senator Cuavez. The poor folks located around Friendship finally 
approved the airport and the design. 

Senator McCarran. What would be the ultimate cost? 


ULTIMATE COST OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Leg. That depends on the growth of traffic here. The ultimate 
cost for this field is $14 million. 

Senator McCarran. Does that cover everything? 

Senator Rospertson. Does that cover hangars, the maintenance 
buildings, gasoline storage? I understand it does not. 

Mr. Leg. That is correct. 

Senator Fercuson. It does not cover that? 

Senator McCarran. I read from page 54 of the House hearings: 

Mr. Lez. Mr. Chairman, the $14 million which is the limit placed on the enab- 
ling legislation will complete a basic usable landing area and the attendant facili- 
ties. It will not include hangars. There may be hangars included at a later date 
in the eventual plan, but they have not been included in the initial $14 million plan. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, might I bring out one more 
point? 
Senator McCarran. Yes, sir. 
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USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT AS ADDITIONAL WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


Senator SALTONSTALL. If you use this Friendship Airport, Mr. Lee, 
you are going to get more airplane operators like American Air Lines, 
Eastern, “and so on, to drop down there that will give greater service to 
Baltimore, the same as service to Washington. If you go down to 
Burke, you will give additional service to Washington and Washington 
alone. If you want to increase the use of airplanes, as we all do, within 
reason with our rail facilities, and so forth, you are going to give greater 
immediate service on a finished airport with bigger runways and ever v- 
thing that is completed at Friendship. Then as traffic does increase 
here in Washington and we know it is probably going to, you have the 
third airport to contemplate in the days to come. 

What I cannot get out of my head is with this beautiful airport 
built, no particular traffic is there because a plane cannot come down 
from Boston or New York and land at Baltimore and again at Wash- 
ington; whereas, if it lands at Friendship, it will serve the purpose, 
with 15 or 20 minutes more in the automobile, serve both Washington 
and Baltimore and enormously increase the traffic and make use of a 
fine facility. I do not understand the answer to it. I do not see 
why. that is not pretty conclusive for the time being. 

Mr. Lew. The answer is that the location of Friendship is such that 
it is not used by Washington passengers at the present time, although 
there is a large amount of service in there. The airlines have tried 
putting in a “large number of schedules into Baltimore Friendship 
Airport. Their schedules are much more in proportion to the number 
of passengers using the schedules than in Washington. For instance, 
in Baltimore there is an average of somewhere around 4 passengers a 
departure; whereas, in Washington there is an average of somewhere 
around 15 passengers per departure. 

Senator Ferauson. But you would force me if 1 came from Detroit 
to land at Burke if the plane landed there. That is the only way I 
could get to Washington. ‘There would not be any option. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. | would say most respectfully and with a 
smile, beeause I know you must think the same thing; there are no 
express planes now. None of the biggest planes go from W ashington 
to Baltimore and New York. They go directly from W ashington up. 

If they landed at Friendship, the ‘traffic to Baltimore would increase 
way over four. It might increase to eight. People who come down 
to Baltimore would use that because they have express. planes. 


FRIENDSHIP TRAFFIC POTENTIAL 


Mr. Lex. Itisa possibility. However, the traffic potential in Balti- 
more is remarkably low per capita population there. 

Senator Frerauson. Is that due to poor service? 

Mr. Ler. No. There is substantial service at Baltimore at the 
present time, but actually the distances to the major centers which 
the Baltimore people use—New York, Trenton—are such that they 
have not generated a major amount of air traffic. However, we 
expect it to grow, and we expect that in the not too far distant future 
it will grow substantially beyond what it is at the present time with 
faster airplanes coming into service, replacing DC—3’s 

We do feel Friendship is a well-designed airport for Baltimore, an 
excellently designed airport for Baltimore. That was what it was 
designed for. 
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Senator Turse. If in the event it was designed that airplanes or 
airline company X would land District passengers at Friendship, if 
that was the order, your traffic would be increasing as departures 
from Friendship as well as those coming into Friendship came about. 
But as long as they are designated to come into this Washington air- 
port, of course here is your traffic because of that designation. The 
first company that you designated to go out here to your new airport 
you are now contemplating, they would immediately raise an objec- 
tion that they wanted to come into the National rather than out 
there because it is 20 miles out; whereas, the National is lying right 
in the District itself. 

So you are always going to have that argument before you. Every 
airport or airline company will want to use the closest airport as long 
as the facilities are there. 

Mr. Lex. Senator, could I make it clear what our responsibilities 
are? We never designate an airport for an airplane to land at. We 
do not allocate traffic between airports. That is the responsibility of 
the operator, of the people who are operating the aircraft. 

We do not designate in New York, that a plane should land at o 
Guardia or Idlewild or Teterboro. That is not the responsibility o 
the Federal Government. It is voluntary on the part of the Saiaibot 


AIRLINES STAND ON BURKE SITE 


Senator Tuy. Are the operators underwriting your proposition of 
this new airport? 

Mr. Ler. Yes; I believe they are supporting it. 

Senator Tuyr. You must have evidence because you would not 
put an airport down here and then find that they would refuse to 
come into it. 

Mr. Ler. I know they are supporting it. 

Senator Ferauson. Would they have to get new routes to land 
there? Take my case in Michigan coming from Detroit. Of course 
if they only ran the Capital line to the Burke Airport, I would have 
to get off there. If they ran it to Friendship, I would have to get off 
there. But if they ran one plane to Friendship and one to Washing- 
ton, I would probably wait and take the Washington one. 

Mr. Lez. Yes. 

Senator Fercuson. Is that optional with the airplane company? 

Mr. Ler. The authority to land in the Baltimore area has to be 
granted by the Civil Aeronautics Board, which designates routes. 
Once the Civil Aeronautics Board has acted, then how a company will 
serve the Washington area is up to that company. It is strictly at the 
discretion of that company. We do not make them land any place 
rather than another. 

Senator McCarran. In response to a question propounded by 
Senator Ferguson, and I think Senator Thye—Are the transport con- 
cerns supporting this airport?—I have in my hand here a communica- 
tion on the letterhead of the Air Transport Association of America 
dated March 21, 1951. 

(The letter was read.) 

That letter may be inserted. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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Ain TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C., March 21, 1952. 





MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR 





Subject: The Burke Airport. 
After studying the subject for 3 years, I have reached the following conclusions: 
(a) It would be a fatal mistake to delay the construction of Burke Airport. 
(b) We are gambling with human lives if we fail to complete the Burke Airport 
at the earliest practicable date. 


EK. S. Lanp, President. 

Senator Ferauson. How many lives does that cover? 

Senator Ropertson. We are gambling with public lives every day 
and can move in a few days to Friendship where it will take a year to 
vet organized at Burke. It looks like we ought not to gamble. 
Friendship is already established. 

Senator McCarran. To be frank with you, I think that last state- 
ment is pretty strong propaganda, notwithstanding the fact that my 
good friend the admiral is here. Gambling with human lives—that is 
certainly quite a statement. 

You may proceed. 

Senator Rosertson. I hope we will not take too long, because we 
have some other witnesses here. This is the third time they have 
been here. 

Senator McCarran. I do not want to cut the admiral off. 

Mr. Lez. I have submitted this written statement and that ends my 
remarks, unless there are questions. 

Senator McCarran. Are there any further questions of this 
gentleman? 

Senator O’Conor. Thank you. 

Senator McCarran. Do you have anyone else you wish to present? 

Mr. Cawiry. Mr. Chairman, we are protesting this 90 percent 
limitation on the pay increase funds. However, I suppose you would 
prefer taking that up after you have heard these other outside witnesses. 

Senator McCarran. I would rather take it up separately. I want 
to keep this subject to itself. 

Is there anyone who wishes to be heard in furtherance of this air- 
port? Admiral Land, you are here. 









STATEMENT OF E. S. LAND, PRESIDENT, AIR TRANSPORT ASSO- 
CIATION OF AMERICA 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Lanp. I am here and you have already read my two lines of 
testimony. I do not stand as a propagandist. I based that study 
I made over the last 3 years on an experience of some 40 years with 
aviation. The idea is not today, as Senator Robertson suggested. 
The airport will not be completed today, but I feel that what I state 
is true and with no idea of being a propagandist. 

I would like to make one statement here about Friendship. The 
people of the United States are the ones that use air transportation. 
We cannotfget the potential at Baltimore. I wish they could. It isa 
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wonderful airport. After all, we are servants to the people of the 
United States. If vou want technical information, General Arnold 
is here and has studied this thing twice as long as I have and has som: 
prepared testimony if you care to hear him. 

Senator McCarran. Thank you, Admiral. That is your state- 
ment? 

Mr. Lanp. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. General Arnold, I understand you toJbe 
favoring the airport. 


STATEMENT OF MILTON W. ARNOLD, VICE PRESIDENT, AIR 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Arnoup. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Milton 
W. Arnold, vice president of the Air Transport Association of America, 
representing some forty-odd scheduled United States airlines. I have 
a technical and operations and engineering section. 

The Air Transport Association strongly supports the action of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration in selecting the Burke site, Fairfax 
County, Va., for the location of the supplemental airport to service 
Washington. 

RESTORATION REQUESTED 


Therefore, we urge this committee to restore to the third supple- 
mental appropriation bill, H. R. 6947, as passed by the House, the 
item of $1,400,000 for the acquisition of the additional land necessary 


for the airport. 

In no other case in my experience has so much time and study gone 
into the selection of an airport site. The decision of the CAA that 
Washington’s air traffic required the construction of an additional 
airport was approved by the Congress in 1950 by the passage of Public 
Law 762 which authorized the appropriation of the funds necessary to 
construct the airport. 

It is clear that unless there are compelling reasons to the contrary. 
which were not considered by the Congress when it approved the bill 
providing for the construction of the airport, it should authorize the 
CAA to proceed with its work in constructing the new airport. We 
have examined the arguments which have been advanced against 
locating the airport at the Burke site. If they do anything, the 
merely reaffirm that the CAA’s selection of that site was correct. 

The debate on the proposed appropriation for the Burke airport 
on the House floor, revealed that four:principal arguments were ad- 
vanced against that site. All opponents of the Burke site readil\ 
admit that in the very near future, for example, in 1955 or shortl) 
thereafter, the Washington National Airport will be completely inade- 
quate to take care of traffic to and from Washington. The only debate 
turns on the question whether the supplemental airport should be 
built at Burke or whether there are existing airport facilities which 
can be used. 
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It is argued that either the Friendship Airport or Andrews Field, 
an Air Force installation, can be used. Neither of these suggestions 
is new. Both the CAA and the airlines have spent much time con- 
sidering these fields, and both concluded that they were unsuitable. 

Insofar as Friendship Airport is concerned, there are three reasons 
why it cannot be used as a supplemental airport for Washington. In 
the first place, it is just too far away, and it takes too long to get there 
from downtown Washington. Tests made by the CAA, in coopera- 
tion with representatives of the city of Baltimore, show that the 
average time by automobile, at so-called off-peak hours of the day, is 
slightly less than 56 minutes from Friendship to Sixteenth and K 
Streets NW. When the Washington-Baltimore expressway is com- 
pleted, it is estimated that the driving time will be slightly less than 
48 minutes, at off-peak times. 

Senator Rosertson. General, to what point? The Shoreham 
Hotel, the Wardman Park? 

Mr. ARNOLD. Sixteenth and K Streets, Senator. 

Senator Rorertson. Is that where you figured it to? 

Mr. Arnoup. Yes, sir. That is the center of the generating traffic 
of the northwest area of some 65 percent of the passengers in Wash- 
ington who arrive from a center point of that area. 

Senator Rosertson. Before you complete your statement, | 
would like for you to discuss the difference of 15 minutes in regard to 
a man Who is making a cross-continental flight of 8, 10, 12 hours and 
running the risk of being stacked up over at National Airport for 15 
or 20 minutes and going to Friendship Airport where he knows he can 
land and does not have to be stacked up and then drive on into 
Washington. 

Why is it these airlines that you speak for could not arrange short 
flights where they could come in from New York in an hour and 
quarter by plane? 

Mr. Arnoup. An hour and 5 minutes from New York to Wash- 
ington, 

Senator Ropertson. Let that come right on into Washington, but 
where it is 5, 6, 10, or 12 hours, let those long-distance flights go to 
Friendship, assuming we have unlimited confidence in the expanston 
of air travel, and we do not have unlimited confidence in the ability 
of the Federal Government to spend more than it takes in. 

Mr. Arnoup. I wrote Mr. Sasscer, a Member of the House of 
Representatives from Maryland, a three-page explanation of what 
you have asked. I will be glad, if the committee desires, to stop 
now and attempt to answer your questions. 

Senator McCarran. It ought to be answered. 


LONG-RANGE AND SHORT-RANGE AIRPORTS 


Mr. AkNnoutp. The first question is in regard to the use and the 
time problem of Friendship Airport from the standpoint of using 
long-range operations. Gentlemen, we attempted in 1948 in? New 
York—we have the identical problem—to segregate airports, long- 
range ‘airports and short-range from a pure operational standpoint. 
Newark Airport would be classified as a western airport where we 
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would have western flights and no crossing traffic coming into 
LaGuardia and Idlewild. Consequently, from a pure standpoint of 
operations, it would be an improvement. 

We found out that you cannot segr egate an airport as purely long 
range and short range. For example, let’s take American Airlines. It 
has a piece of e quipment which they are decom mete in from the west coast 
or from Chicago. That equipment comes into Friendship. Let’s sup- 
pose that Friendship is the long-range airport. From utilization of 
that equipment it is not practical to turn that equipment around and 
fly it back over the route because of the location of overhaul bases and 
the centers of population. That airplane must continue from Friend- 
ship as a short haul airplane to New York and originate out of New 
York to go to Chicago. 

When the airplane leaves Friendship from our actual studies, with 
the tremendous amount of long-range traffic that would be diverted 
from Washington to Friendship, that airplane will go out of Friendship 
practically empty. Then you are faced with either the problem of 
ferrving that airplane from Friendship back to Washington so you 
similarly congest the problem. 

We had the same identical experience which we have had in New 
York in the fact that we could not segregate Newark as a complete 
long-range airport. You had to have connecting short-range opera- 
tions. The same way at LaGuardia. It has something like 45 long- 
range operations but is generally a short-range field. It can be done 
to a limited degree, sir. 

Senator RoBpertson. What is your argument about the funda- 
mental duty of the Federal Government to pay for the airports and 
locate them for the maximum convenience of those who prefer to 
travel by plane rather than by train where the railroads pay for their 
own facilities? 

Mr. ArRNoupD. Senator, I believe at the present time the airlines 
are paving their way in regard to the operating cost of most of the 
airports of the larger areas. 

Senator Ropertson. 1 am not talking about the operating cost. 
None of them contribute anything to the construction. 

Mr. ArNotp. It was my understanding that was the idea of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 and was also the purpose of the $500 
million Airport Act, to develop and put aviation on a sound basis the 
same way the railroads had done a hundred years ago, sir. 


COMPARISON OF DRIVING TIME FROM VARIOUS AIRPORTS 


Senator SALTONSTALL. What is the automobile distance now to 
Idlewild with the same comparison? 

Mr. ArNowpD. It is approximately 45 minutes to an hour and 
minutes. 

Senator THyr. How many more miles? 

Mr. Arnon. It is approximately 20 miles from the center of town. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. I do not have the accurate figure. 

Senator SaLronsTaLL. It would be fair to say Newark was 40 
minutes, LaGuardia was 40 minutes, and Idlewild was 50 minutes. 
That would not be far out, would it? . 

Mr. Arnoup. I use LaGuardia quite often. Occasionally I have 
made it in 18 minutes to 28 minutes to 35 minutes in a taxicab from 
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LaGuardia to Forty-second and Fifth Avenue. On the bus it will 
take 35 to 45 minutes. 

Senator McCarran. You may proceed. 

Mr. ArNowp. As you know from your own experience, during these 
times of the day when traffic is heavy, those running times would be 
increased to as much as an hour and 15 minutes, or an hour and a half. 
Driving times such as these would certainly discourage any passenger 
planning to make a relatively short trip, from going by air. No one, 
unless he simply wants the experience of riding in an airplane, is going 
to spend an hour or more getting from his office or home to the airport. 
In contrast, the estimated time between Sixteenth and K Streets 
and the Burke site is slightly over 27 minutes, and the average running 
time between Sixteenth and K Streets and Washington National is 
slightly under 14 minutes. That is particularly so when the following 
examples of travel by air between Washington and the following cities 
are noted: Pittsburgh, 1 hour 17 minutes; New York, 65; Richmond, 
50; Roanoke, 68; Norfolk, 60; Charlestown, W. Va., 1 hour 29: 
Philadelphia, 40; Harrisburg, 1 hour 13; Boston, 2 hours. Rochester, 
2 hours 12 minutes. 

Gentlemen, we have had this same experience that we are faced 
with at Friendship today in Detroit. At Detroit they have a com- 
muter service between Cleveland and Chicago. It is similarly located 
in relative position and distance between those cities. We had a 
downtown airport. For operational reasons we could not use that 
airport with four-engine equipment. We moved to what is known 
as the Willow Run site. For over 2 weeks I had the personal ex- 
perience of checking the time. It runs 55 minutes from the Book 
Cadillac Hotel in Detroit to an hour and 7 minutes. Air carriers 
who have commuter service between Cleveland and Chicago have 
found that business completely disappeared because there is no ad- 
oe in using that transportation. There was certain service by 

Capital Airline, Americ an, and others practically on the hour out of 
the Detroit Airport to Chicago and Cleveland. That service today 
does not exist at Willow Run because people will not ride 1 hour on 
the bus to ride an hour and 5 minutes in the air. 


PROBLEM OF CONNECTING FLIGHTS 


A much worse pieture exists insofar as interchanges of traffic be- 
tween Washington National Airport and Friendship are concerned. 
No matter how skillful the airlines are in arranging their schedules, it 
is inevitable that there will be a considerable number of passengers 
who will have to travel between Washington National and any supple- 
meatal Washington airport, to make connecting flights. Tests made 
by the CAA, in cooperation with representatives of the city of Balti- 
more, indicate that, at off-peak times, it takes almost 1 hour and 10 
minutes to travel by car from Friendship to Washington National, and 
that that time can be expected to be reduced only, to approximately 

| hour and 2 minutes after the Washington-Baltimore expressway is 
miaabiand. We don’t believe that our passengers would tolerate 
ground times of such magnitude. In contrast, the ground time be- 
tween the Burke site and Washington National is estimated at from 20 
10 22 minutes. 
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I have some charts here that will show you the distances, for your 
information. 

Finally, it should be remembered that even if Friendship were use«! 
as a supplemental airport for Washington, it would only postpone the 
need for an additional airport in this area. 

Senator SaALronstaLu. If you build the Burke airport now, does it 
not mean this investment in the Friendship Airport will go idle? |: 
will never be built up because you say Baltimore will not take the 
trade alone and Washington will have the second field. Whereas, if 
you use the Friendship Airport now and use the Burke airport for 
further extensions of air traffic, then you will have the three fields in 
existeace, aad you may build up a traffic potential into Baltimore, or a 
different set of schedules which will mean Friendship will be always 
used and will not just be idle with the $15 million investment indefi. 
nitely. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Arnoxtp. From my experience I do not think it quite answers 
it that way. In the next paragraph I will attempt to answer that. 

Here is a dinapetidtintital ditdaia to show distances by actual trans- 
portation means in regard to the sites of Annandale, Burke, Fairfax, 
Chantilly and the Baltimore airport. 

Senator Ferauson. Why do you not take Andrews Field and have 
Andrews get another port somewhere else? 

Mr. ARNOLD. We have attempted to answer that, too, but I will 
do it now if you desire. 

Senator Ferauson. Are you going to answer it later? 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT CONSIDERED 


Mr. ArRNoup. Yes, sir. 

In regard to these distances we think this is very optimistic. From 
my personal experience I think it is because I do not believe, gentle- 
men, there is any anticipation of a freeway to knock out the bottle- 
neck within the District of Columbia. That is the great time con- 
sumer, getting on to the expressway to Baltimore. 

It is true that Friendship is equipped to handle more flights than are 
now scheduled into it. I know you will all recall a recent article in 
Life magazine on that subject. I should like to bring to vour at- 
tention a letter written to the editors of Life, in response to that 
article, by Mr. Walter F. Perkins, the very able chairman of the 
Baltimore Airport Board. He stated in part: 

Friendship International Airport (Life, November 19) was not designed to 
meet the 1951 or 1952 air transportation needs of the community, but was pro- 
jected for the developing needs of a decade or more ahead. The reason for this 
approach was the fact that so many cities over the years have designed airports 
and airport terminals that became obsolete within a few months of the time 
they were commissioned. * * * 

While the 1951 national passenger-traffic gain for the airline industry in the 
first 9 months has been estimated at 32 percent, the traffic gain at Friendship 
International Airport has consistently been about 65 percent. 


Our research on the subject leads us to believe that Mr. Perkins 
is absolutely correct. Moreover, we feel that, by 1955, or shortly 
thereafter, Friendship Airport would not be able to accommodate 
both Baltimore traffic and the overflow from Washington National. 

Senator, I believe that was your particular question. The reason 
why we say start now is because it will be conservatively speaking, 
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4 to 6 years before the Burke airport is built. So we think we will 
have that requirement by 1955. 
Senator Toye. Do you believe you can remain at National all this 
while? 
QUESTION OF PASSENGER PREFERENCE 


Mr. ArNnop. Sir, if We had no other place to go, we will have to, 
and then to put it in the reverse, we can go to Friendship, but we 
cannot if we cannot generate sufficient business whic h we are con- 
cerned about. Today we are perfectly willing to put 25 more sched- 
ules a day in Baltimore if we can get some people to fill them. In 
other words, as Mr. Perkins stated, Baltimore is ahead of the Nation 
in the development of air transportation, and I, personally, and the 
traffic people of the 10 lines serving Baltimore have probably spent 
more time in that area in an attempt to solve their problem and 
create an air-traffic requirement than in any other city I know of in 
the United States, because, gentlemen, there would be no reason 
why we would not like to use it. It will cost us more to operate in 
other airports. The airport is a good one and splendidly located. 

Senator SALronstTaLL. But there are not any good schedules. 
There may be some, but they are not the top schedules. If I come 
down from Boston to Washington, I would be willing to get off at 
Friendship or at Washington, depending on the time of the plane. 

Now, you do not have | a plane that goes from Boston to Friendship 
without stopping at Providence, New York, or Philadelphia or 
Baltimore. Consequently, | will take the through plane to Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. ArNoLp. If we put a through flight on, Baltimore traffic will 
not filla Boston-Baltimore nonstop. 

Senator SauronsTaL.L. Baltimore plus Washington might fill a 
nonstop? 

Mr. Arnoutp. Yes, sir. Some of the carriers—I do not know the 
specific one vou mentioned, but for instance Capital Air Lines today 
has all schedules in there, except one using four-engine equipment. 
They only have one two-engine aircraft in there. Both American 
and United are attempting to put more nonstop western. flights in 
there, into Chicago and other areas, to give Baltimore more operation. 

We have worked very closely with the chamber of commerce, the 
aviation committee, and business organizations to create that re- 
quirement. 

For the above reasons, we feel strongly that, as excellent an airport 
as it is from an operating viewpoint, Friendship Airport cannot be 
ised as a supplemental airport to Washington National. 


LOCAL MILITARY AIR FIELDS AS ALTERNATE COMMERCIAL SITES 


Opponents of the Burke site have also argued that Andrews Field 
can be used as a supplemental airport to Washington National. 
This subject has also been carefully studied by the CAA and the 
wurlines, and it was unanimously concluded that such is not the case. 
In the first place, we are advised by the Department of Defense that 
military plans call for a maximum utilization of Andrews Field. In 
the seeond place, that installation is not simply a landing area and 
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related buildings. As members of this committee may know, it is a 
large installation with many buildings, facilities, and it houses activi- 
ties which, in some cases, are only remotely related to aviation. If 
the Air Force were compelled to move out of Andrews, the cost of 
providing substitute facilities and of converting the field to commercial 
use would be greatly in excess of the anticipated cost of the Burke 
Airport. 

Senator Frerauson. What is the anticipated cost of the Burke 
Airport as far as you are concerned? 

Mr. Arno.tp. My understanding of the cost estimates that have 
been made is that they are in the vicinity of $25 million. I may be 
in error. I think Mr. Lee can correct me on that. I have not made 
any study of that, or an anatysis of it. 

But regardless of what the cost is, it would cost almost as much 
to convert Andrews Field into a municipal airport. 

Senator Fereuson. You have to know what Burke is going to cost 
to be able to make that statement that it is going to cost nearly as 
much. 

Mr. ArRNoup. Let us put it this way: If we displace the Air Force, 
I believe it is reasonable to assume that a new field for the Air Force 
would cost as much as the Burke Airport. 

Senator Ferguson. What about this field down here that the 
Navy has? 

Mr. ArNoLD. Quantico or Anacostia? 

Senator Ferauson. Anacostia. 

Mr. Arnoup. Sir, that is approximately a half mile across the river. 
It is the main reason why the military has to go to Andrews Field, 
because of the physical limitations of the airport in operating large 
aircraft. 

Senator Ferauson. What about the Navy moving out of there and 
making that into a port that you could use in connection with Na- 
tional? 

Mr. Arnotp. The two airports for a commercial high density 
operation are not suited because in our analysis airports which are 
closer than 6 miles have certain limitations on operations, namely, 
under instrument conditions- 

Senator Frercuson. Is that not true with the Navy, that they have 
the same limitation? 

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. They are using it for aircraft? 

Mr. Arnoup. That is true, but they are feeding our of the Wash- 
ington stack. We have one stack that feeds both Anacostia, Bolling 
and Washington National. 

Senator Frrauson. If you move them out, could you get much 
more traffic into Washington? 

Mr. Arnoutp. We believe through the development of radar pro- 
cedures which we are now testing at Washington National that we 
can come within 5 to 10 percent of the full capacity of Washington 
National if Anacostia and Bolling were not there, Senator. 

So with the investment the military services have, we do not 
believe it will be justified. 

Senator Frercuson. To get 10 percent more? 

Mr. Arno.p. That is right, sir. 
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TRAFFIC AT NATIONAL 





AIRPORT 


Senator Frrauson. What are the number of landings at National? 
What can you accommodate now? 

Mr. Arnovp. I have the number of actual schedules that are there 
today, sir. There is a total of 404 operations at Washington. I have 
them by the hours. 

Senator Fercuson. How many from the military? 

Mr. Arnotp. The Civil Aeronautics Administration would keep 
those. I believe that varies from day to day. 

Senator Fereuson. Why do you not require them to land at 
Andrews Field? 

Mr. ARNOLD. We have worked out a very substantial agreement of 
voluntary cooperation with the military, both the Navy and the Air 
Force, which are using and diverting a great deal of their traffic under 
instrument conditions to Andrews Field so as not to impair the opera- 
tion of Washington National. That was done in 1949 and 1950. 

Senator Fercuson. Have you absorbed all the flights now that you 
can get in at National? 

Mr. ArNoLp. We have taken this last step which we are very hope- 
ful will further improve the situation, namely, the use of radar pro- 
cedures which was worked out by the Air Force, the Navy, the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, the Civil Aeronautics Board, and 
the airlines. We have started that and used it at Washington as the 
first guinea pig. 

Senator Ferauson. How many more will that bring in? 

Mr. Arnoutp. From the standpoint of operations it will cut down 
the delays about one-third of what they are presently running. Ac- 
tually the average delay on take-offs under certain weather conditions 
which we have records of ran about 25 or 30 minutes to each airplane 
sitting on the ground waiting to get up. 

Under those same weather conditions when we implemented these 
radar approaches, we cut that to an average of 7 minutes. In other 
words, we can now absorb more traffic in going back to the old delays. 
We naturally assume we could not save more than 10 seconds. It is 
not economically practical. A great limiting factor in regard to 
Washington is the ground operating facilities. We have attempted 
to eliminate most of the air bottleneck. Now , we find that the ground 
delays of the physical installations are so limited that it is even greater 
than the air. 

Senator Ferguson. Can you increase those? 

Mr. ArnoLtp. We do not think we can. We made a considerable 
study of that. You are limited there. We have one as high as 45 
minutes or an hour delay waiting for a gate position. The Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration has just completed a new hangar and other 
extensions. We think we are about up to the hilt. 

Perhaps the most important reason why Andrews Field is unsuitable 
as asupplementary field to Washington National is an operational one. 
| have with me a chart which indicates the location of Washington 
National Airport and Andrews Field, and, in addition, the Friendship 
Airport, the Burke site, and sites which were considered at Chantilly, 
Fairfax, and Annandale. ‘This is a holding pattern of airplanes operat- 
ing in the air that I] am showing you here on this diagram and you 
must have distance. Airplanes are held here and then they are feed- 
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ing into this area. They are taking off and going into these other 
directions. If we impose this over at Andrews so we get simultaneous 
operation, we have an overlap. It is too close for simultaneous opera- 
tion. The distance between that should be approximately 2 to 3 miles: 
whereas, we have the same condition here, the closest airport being 
Annandale. 

Senator Ferauson. Why did vou let them build Andrews Field and 
Anacostia? 

Mr. ArNoup. I was in the service when that was done. I do not 
remember that there was much said about it. Admiral Land was in 
the Navy. Heremembers more about it. That field was put in there 
very hurriedly during the war, I believe, in 1940 or 1941. It was 
plainly an attempt all i in honesty at that time and no one knew how 
to operate high density traffic. We learned that through the develop- 
ment of GCA and ILS during the World War II. That came along 
in 1943. 

POPULATION AT BURKE SITE 


Opponents of the Burke site have also argued that locating the 
airport at that point would create a hazardous condition for “the 
most thickly populated areas of northern Virginia’? (Congressional 
Record, March 12, 1952, p. 2225). The implication is that what 
happened at Newark could happen at Burke. I understand that the 
CAA has prepared a map of the Burke site and has indicated on it, in 
scale, where the aircraft involved in the recent accidents in the 
Newark-Elizabeth area would have come to earth, had the accidents 
occurred at the Burke airport.. The map shows that they would have 
fallen in very sparsely settled area, where there is a predominance of 
farms and pine woods. Insofar as any possibility of danger to persons 
and property on the ground is concerned, Burke Airport would be one 
of the best situated in the country. 

It has also been argued that the soil and the terrain of the Burke 
site are unsuitable for an airport. It is true that areas within reason- 
able access to Washington are rather hilly—and such is the case at 
Burke. However, engineering studies conducted by the CAA show 
that while preparation of the site will involve extensive excavation, the 
quantity of soil to be excavated is not excessive. In cooperation with 
the Bureau of Public Roads, the CAA has made extensive tests to 
determine the existence and extent of subsurface rock at the Burke 
site. We are informed that these studies involved, among other 
things, electrical resistance tests designed to reveal rock formations 
We are also informed that the Bureau of Public Roads has advised the 
CAA that the tests which they have conducted do not give any 
indication of subsurface rock other than occasional boulders and 
quartz dikes which should cause no concern. The topography of the 
general area is such as to render the site adaptable as an airport with 
a minimum amount of engineering and capable of future expansion, 
if expansion is necessary. 


QUESTION ON AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC CONGESTION 


Finally, opponents of the Burke site argue that locating the airport 
in Virginia will add congestion to the heavy traffic over the Potomac 
bridges, and render access to the airport easily disrupted in the case o! 
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destruction of those bridges in times of war. Insofar as the factor of 
added traffic is concerned, we understand that the Bureau of Public 
Roads has advised the CAA that the increase attributable to the pro- 
posek airport will not be significant, particularly when it is considered 
that any one of five bridges can be used in reaching the airport from 
downtown Washington—the two Fourteenth Street bridges, Memorial 
Bridge, Key Bridge, and Chain Bridge. This fact also would reduce 
the likelihood that access to the airport would be cut off in the event of 
a bombing attack. Itshould also be remembered that due to the im- 
portance of military and Government buildings in nearby Virginia, 
measures were taken in World War Il—which would doubtless be 
duplicated in the event of another war—to provide emergency bridges 
across the Potomac. We should also remember that ground trans- 
portation to Friendship Airport involves use of the overcrowded 
national highway No. 1. Certainly bombing damage anywhere along 
that route would be very serious. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


The construction of a supplemental airport to serve Washington is 
necessary to the continued development of our air transport system. 
Plans must go forward, since, by 1955 Washington National Airport 
will be completely inadequate to handle Washington traffic. The 
industry has spent much time and effort in studying existing airports 
and possible sites to handle this anticipated growth. It is our firm 
opinion that the Burke site is the best possible solution of the problem. 
We urge the committee, therefore, to restore to the third supplemental 
appropriation bill the proposed appropriation of $1,400,000 for the 
Burke airport. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate your indulgence. 


COMPARISON OF VARIOUS UNITED STATES AIRPORTS COSTS 


Senator SarronstaLyi. What is the cost of Idlewild, approximately? 

Mr. Arno.p. I believe it was over $100 million, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. What was the question? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. What was the cost of Idlewild? 

What is the cost of Boston, approximately? 

Mr. Arnoup. I was involved in that in World War IT. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. It was between $50 and $60 million. 

What is the cost of Chicago? 

Mr. Arnoutp. The new airport? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. Arnoup. O’Hare? The new one? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The one now being used. 

Mr. Arnoup. That airport would probably run somewhere between 
$40 million and $80 million total. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I am told there is a new one in Los Angeles, 
What is the cost of that? 

Mr. Arnotp. I do not believe that airport ran as high. The final 
plan probably will. 

I would say something like $20 to $25 million has probably been 
spent on the International. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. It will run up to $40 and $50 million? 

Mr. ARNoLbD. Yes. 

97036—52——15 
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ULTIMATE COST OF BURKE AIRPORT 







Senator SALTONSTALL. So we are starting out with $14 million this 
ear with this Burke Airport and that is really just a start. As Mr. 
e said, it is a usable airport. We have got to expect to go as high 

as $50 million? 

Mr. ARNOLD. I would say considering the present cost that I donot 
believe it is necessary. I believe the two runways there and the 
administration buildings, and I am willing to be correeted—I do not 
know the detailed plans of the final expansion—but I would say 
somewhere between $20 million to $25 million. 

Senator SaALToONsTALL. Is that maximum? 

Mr. ArRNoLp. Yes, sir, with the present airport at Washington 
National. 

Senator SatronsTauy. If you used Friendship as an interim, as- 
suming we are going to build Burke ultimately, how much new money 
would have to be put into Friendship to have it take the supplemen- 
tary Washington traffic? If anything? 

Mr. ArRNoLp. Assuming that we could take the peak load in 1955, 
the overflow from Washington and the increased business at Balti- 
more, one of the difficulties there would be the development approach 
area that will not interfere under high density operation with Andrews 
Field. { believe one runway may have to be added, but I believe the 
administration buildings presently are sufficient. The parking areas 
are sufficient. The access roads are good. I believe the only thing is 
that it might be one runway and maybe some clearing of an area for 
the approaches. 

Senator Frerauson. What is the length of the runways at Friend- 
ship? 

Senator O’Conor. 9,450. 

Senator Ferauson. What are they going to be at Burke with this 
$14 million? 

Mr. ARNOLD. 7,500. 

































7,000. 








COMMUNICATIONS FAVORING BURKE SITE 


Senator McCarran. The Chair has been handed five telegrams 
addressed to Senator McKellar, all dated from Alexandria, Va., 
signed by various parties asking the Senator to support the motion 
to restore this item. They will be inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


AtexanpriA, Va., March 19, 1952. 







Senator KennetH McKeE war, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I am in favor of the new airport for Burke. We need something like this in 
this section. 






Joun E. Boyp, 
Fairfax Park, Springfield, Va. 


-— aaa em oh oo 








ALexanpria, Va., March 19, 1962. 





Senator KENNETH McKELLArR, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.s . 
Please support Burke airport project. Residents and home owners would 
like the airport here as it would brirg much needed benefits and are in favor of it. 
Epwarp L. Feu 
Fairfax Park, Springfield, Va. 
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ALEXANDRIA, VA., March 19, 1952. 
Senator KENNETH McKee iar, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Will appreciate your support of the Burke Airport project. Many residents in 
this area want it and are aware that it will bring with it many benefits, also other 
forms of transportation long past due and greatly needed. 


Mrs. Ricnarp E. McInrtossa, 
Fairfax Park, Springfield, Va. 


ALEXANDRIA, VA., March 19, 1952. 
Senator KENNETH McKE.L.Lar, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: Kindly vote for Burke, Va., Airport project. As resident 
sincerely request your vote. Reviewing 18 years’ experience as construction 
electrician and lineman serving in journeyman supervisory capacity, served in 
your respective State. Fully realize advantage, appreciate its value. Better 
educational, employment, communication, transportation facilities for all. 

Respectfully, 
CHARLES FORBEs. 


ALEXANDRIA, VA., March 19, 1982. 
Senator KENNETH McKELLAR, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Please support Burke Airport bill. As residents and property owners many of 
us feel it will bring many improvements with it. 
GEORGE F, HOLLINGSWORTH, 
Burke, Va. 


LETTER TO HON. KENNETH McKELLAR, CHAIRMAN 


Senator McCarran. The Chair has a letter addressed to Senator 
McKellar over the signature of Senator Herbert R. O’Conor. That 
letter will be inserted in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


Uniriep Strares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
March 14, 1952. 
Hon. KennetuH McKeE iar, 
Subcommittee on Commerce, ‘ 
Senate Appropriations Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator McKpeuvar: I am writing to express opposition to any restora- 
tion in the third supplemental appropriations bill, now before the Senate, of the 
recommended appropriation of $1,400,000 for the proposed Burke Airport in 
Virginia, 

On behalf of the people of Maryland I desire to emphasize that this would be 
an unnecessary and extravagant expenditure of public funds. Certainly, at a 
time when economy is of such vital importance to the continued financial stability 
of the Nation is it urgent to avoid outlays which cannot be completely justified. 
From my thorough study of the matter the proposal for the Burke Airport does 
not merit approval. 

Not only has it met with violent opposition from the residents of the area where 
it is proposed to be located but its very location would violate the principles upon 
| which the selection of this site was supposedly based. An airport so close to 
' Washington would be within the present flying range of the other airports and 

would contribute further congestion instead of relieving the situation. Further- 
more, with the bridges across the Potomac already badly overtaxed, location of 
a new airport would merely add to the confusion and delay of airport and all 
Washington-Virginia traffic. 
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With the splendid facilities already available at the Friendship Airport jy 
Maryland, and with the new Washington-Baltimore Parkway assuring a running 
time from Friendship to the Distriet which, while possibly slightly longer under 
normal conditions, may well. be less than the ultimate running time from the 
Burke site over the Potomac bridges, I don’t see how we could justify the great 
expenditures of funds and the terrific dislocation of the life of the Virginia area 
in question. 

Appreciating your thorough consideration to these factors, I am with kindest 
regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Hersert R. O’Conor. 

Senator McCarran. Does anyone else wish to be heard on this 
item for it? If not, we will get to the other side of this. 

Senator Roperrson. | suggest we hear first our distinguished col- 
league from Baltimore, Senator O’Conor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT R. O’CONOR, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON 


Senator O’Conor. Mr. Chairman, with defense expenditures weigh- 
ing so heavily upon the taxpayers of the country it would seem evident 
that any proposals for additional spending should be weighed cavre- 
fully with respect to their utter necessity, and the possibility that the 
desired benefits might be realized from existing facilities. 

With this in mind, I earnestly suggest to your distinguished com- 
mittee that no further funds be allotted for a supplementary Wasbh- 
ington airport in Virginia and that the estimated $38 million for con- 
struction of this airport be thereby avoided. 

Undoubtedly, there is need for supplementary air service for the 
District. Inasmuch as the most urgent reason advanced for this 
supplementary airport has been the need for increased safety, there is 
likewise a question as to whether an airport within 13 miles of the 
now saturated existing air field pattern would assure greater safety or 
would merely add additional hazards to those now existing. I advance 
the foregoing views merely as a basis for my contention that, in th 
existing Friendship International Airport, admittedly one of th 
finest and most modern in the world, the Nation’s Capital has a sup- 
plementary air field which will take care of its needs far better than 
the proposed new facility at Burke, Va., and which will avoid all the 
controversy and the objections that have been raised against. the 
Virginia site. 

The Friendship Airport was located on the basis of studies which 
showed that it was the most desirable site in the whole area from a 
meteorological standpoint. It answers, far better than the proposed 
Site, the two major factors which Mr. Rentzel, Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministrator, laid down for selection of the new site, namely, safety 
and convenience. It is zoned, by law, for a radius of 4 miles from th 
center of the airport, for instance, while in the proposed Burke site 
the runways point directly toward the most populous section 0! 
Fairfax County, approximately the same air distance from the fieli 
as were the two recent crashes near the Newark Airport. It is fiv 
times as large as Washington’s National Airport, four times as large 
as New York air facilities at LaGuardia. 
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As for convenience, witnesses before the House hearings have testi- 


» fied that the time by ‘automobile from the Statler Hotel to Friendship 


Bae ose 


would be in the neighborhood of 37 minutes up and, with the comple- 
tion of the new W ashington- Baltimore Parkway, which runs close by, 
should average about 40 minutes. In the same hearings the running 
time from the White House to Burke Airport was given as 32 minutes, 
but that does not take into consideration the frequent tie-ups now 
occurring and the additional congestion that will ensue if new airport 
traffic is added. 

Where the preliminary report on the Burke site shows effective 


rs runway lengths of 8,400 and 8,500 feet on the north-south runways 


> and 5,600 feet on the east-west, the Friendship runways are 9,450 
feet long with a 200-foot width, and 6,000 and 6,500 feet long, with a 
- 150-foot width. Furthermore, in the Friendship planning, provision 
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' was made for three additional runways to be constructed, when 
- required, at an additional cost of only $5 to $6 million. 


COST OF WORK STOPPAGE 


It is my understanding that work stoppage on the Virginia site 
would entail an actual loss of some $2 200,000 or thereabouts, ‘for work 
already completed. Against this we have the hazy estimates of $38 
million—and probably much more—for the Virginia site of 4,500 
acres. This estimate compares with a reported $50 million cost for 
the 2,200-acre Newark, N. J., airport, built at a time when construc- 
tion costs ran very much less than at the present time. 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT AS ALTERNATE SITE 


In addition, Friendship is in operation now, with ample facilities 


-to serve the Baltimore-Washington territory for years to come. It 
- would be entirely free of the air traffic controversy which even now 
» exists with the Navy over the relinquishment of air-space rights in 
» favor of the proposed Burke site. Use of Friendship Airport for 
| Washington travel would occasion no additional road congestion. 
- Most importantly, it would assure air travelers from the Washington 
» area far better service on the main airway routes than any one field 
» serving either Baltimore or Washington could attract. 


To me the matter sums up something like this. There would be an 


- additional running time of possibly 10 minutes from Friendship, with 
every assurance of freedom from the traffic tie-ups which Burke Air- 
| port users could expect as a matter of course. Against this there are 
ysuch decided factors of economy, safety, and vastly better air service 
' as to render unsupportable any pressures that would superimpose this 
» expensive new undertaking upon the vast total of defense and other 
| projects already facing the country. 


In view of the expert testimony on the other side, my desire is to 


) advance a few practical considerations which I think are in point, 
/ not that I think there may have been willful omission of them, but 


because I think looking at it from the standpoint of those who appro- 


| priate the money there are a few other considerations we ought to 
F have in mind. 


As to friendship, we are not here urging one potential or possible 


" site over another one but rather considering something which already 
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is in being as against something which is just contemplated. Just a 
word about the size of it, because the distinguished chairman has asked 
a question or two about it. We are talking here about Friendship 
Airport. It is five times the size of the present Washington National 
Airport. It is four times as large as LaGuardia. It is in existence 
at the present time. It is an airport which is constructed partly 
with local money and partly with Federal money, as has been brought 
out by Senator Saltonstall. So the Federal Government is involved 
in the construction of it, not only in a financial way but also in its 
planning 

There is one other consideration which has not been mentioned. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You mean by that the administration build- 
ings, the parking strips, runways, and so on? In other words, every- 
thing from the cigar stores up? 

Senator O’Conor. That is right, in being and in use. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And four times as big as what? 

Senator O’Conor. Four times as big as LaGuardia, five times as big 
as Washington. 


ACREAGE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Ture. What would the size be in comparison with the 
Burke field? 

Senator O’Conor. As has been mentioned by Mr. Lee, there is now 
in Friendship some 3,200 acres actually laid down for it. The proposed 
site of Burke is slightly in excess of 4,000. 

There is one other consideration which has not been mentioned and 
which I think is quite important. As of the time there is a zoning law 
in Maryland which has been passed for the protection of Friendship 
and which extends for 4 miles. So there is at this time guaranteed by 
the State and local authority protection for the present airport. 

If action is taken which results in greater use of Friendship Airport, 
you can expect the greatest cooperation from officials at the different 

evels of government and from the private citizenry. This is in 
striking contrast to the prevailing situation surrounding the proposed 
Burke site where there is widespread opposition to this - project. 

I might also say in passing, because Senator McCarran has said that 
the views of some of the Members of Congress should be heard, that 
the proposal by the Maryland group is unanimous on the part of 
everyone. The entire delegation in both the Senate and the House, 
that is. There is unanimity of opinion in that that facility should be 
made available. General Arnold in his very fair presentation of the 
whole matter referred favorably to Mr. Walter Perkins who is the 
chairman of the Airport Board of the City of Baltimore. I agree 
entirely with the general as to his fine standing. He has wired me 
urging that he thinks the appropriation for Burke would be a mistake 
at this time. He qualifies it and hopes it will be opposed. 

In connection with this I should like to make one or two observa- 
tions more. It is true, as Mr. Lee said, that Friendship is not used 
up to capacity, and we think that is a good reason for a decision here 
which will favor its greater use. I am no expert, and, therefore, 
would not hazard a guess as to how long it will be av ailable or how 
long it should be used bee: ‘ause, of course, these men know so much 
better than I as to what the expected increase in air transportation 
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will be. But the fact that it has been in use now for several years 
and has not increased greatly in traffic volume is the best answer to 
the fact that we think it will be a long time before it is up to capacity 
under present conditions. 


AIR TRAFFIC AT FRIENDSHIP 


As General Arnold says, percentagewise there has been an increase. 
Of course, if you have one and add one to it, it is a 100-percent 
increase. Actually it has not been in extensive use. Rather than 
take my word for it, I would like to read a quote from a survey which 
is backed up by actual photographs and to which again General 
Arnold referred, a quote from Life magazine 2 or 3 months ago. It 
is the November 19 issue. 

Huge new field near Washington stays almost empty while the crowded Capital 
plans to build another. It is huge, five times as big as Washington’s National 
Airport, four times as big as New York’s LaGuardia. It’s 9,450-foot runway is 
one of the largest on the coast. And there is very little traffic, in fact, there is 
practically none. Friendship often handles only 60 commercial flights in a day 
while an airport like Chicago has to juggle 42 in a single hour. 

The point I would like to stress is that this condition exists after 
the airport has been operating for some time. While, of course, we 
hope it will increase very much more in the next few years than it 
has in the past, there is no immediate prospect of it. 


NEW BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON HIGHWAY 


As to the running time, I think there has also been left out of 
consideration one very important item. The authorization for the 
new roadway has already been approved. The roadway is under 
construction. When that roadway is completed, which passes right 
by Friendship, unquestionably there will be a much shorter running 
time. The estimates have been made. They are in the House 
testimony. Some of them have been repeated here, but there is no 
question but what that ground-travel time to the District will be 
cut down appreciably. 

Senator McCarran. That is a four-lane road? 

Senator O’Conor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. A limited access road? 

Senator O’Conor. Yes. It will, according to the best figures we 
have been able to get, bring it under 40 minutes. I could not argue 
that it will be as short as Burke. It obviously will not be, but the 
difference we think will be so slight that it will not be worth mention- 
ing. Whether it is 6 minutes, 8 minutes, or 10 minutes in comparison 
with the great amount of money that will be saved by it, that is. We 
think that will be appreciable. 

As to the cost of it, there have been estimates that the new airport 
would actually entail an outlay of some $38 million. From all of the 
studies that have been made concerning Friendship, it is said if that 
were attempted to be duplicated today, it would run almost $30 
million. If that is true, to take a new field now and to construct it at 
Burke, we think that $14 million is only the beginning. Therefore, 
these gentlemen, and I do not say this in disparagement of them, are 
not looking at it from the standpoint of its cost, nor is the Civil 
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Aeronautics Administration or the private interests. Whereas there 
is on our part a great obligation to keep down the cost of these out- 
lays, they are not looking at it that way. 


TIME DELAY ON BAGGAGE HANDLING 


Senator Tuyr. Might I raise this question? I know it is an im- 
proper question to raise of Senator O’Conor, but we are discussing the 
time element. Has anyone made a specific study of how we can cut 
down the length of time required to wait for your baggage? Often- 
times I have waited very long for my baggage, longer than it has 
required me to drive in from the airport. 

Mr. Lanp. A great many efforts have been made to settle that. 
One of the salvations, of course, is where you carry your own baggage. 
Then you do not have to wait. It is constantly under study and taken 
up by the Travel Conference twice a year as well as by complaining 
passengers, I don’t know how many times. 

Senator Taye. If the airplane would accommodate any luggage of 
mine, I would carry it. 

Senator Ropertson. I came in from Houston, Tex., on one of these 
fine four-engine planes in 4 hours. I waited 30 minutes to get my bags. 

Senator Frerauson. Senator, would you require the Friendship 
Airport people to put up any more money to use that airport now? 

Senator O’Conor. None whatsoever. It is my understanding that 
not only would the airport be available now without any additional 
expenditures, but it really has been and is in position to handle such a 
large volume of additional traffic that it will be usable for quite a 
length of time. 

In addition to the present acreage which is available, I am told by 
the experts additional runways can be provided, if necessary. 

Senator Frrauson. If we take Burke, the Federal Government 
must put all the money toward the construction; is that right? 

Senator O’Conor. Undoubtedly. 

Senator Fereuson. At the present time we only have $3 million 
out of how many millions in Friendship? 

Senator O’Conor. $15 million. There will be no additional money 
needed because it is in operation, just as Mr. Lee very frankly stated. 
There is nothing more that is needed to go ahead. 


AIRPORT OPERATIONS COMPARED 


Senator Ferguson. Who operates the Friendship Airport? 

Senator O’Conor. The Municipal Airport Commission of Balti- 
more City. It is a city facility. 
* Senator Ferauson. Who will operate Burke? 

Senator O’Conor. The Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator Fereuson. They will be Government employees? 

Mr. Ler. If it is operated like the Washington National Airport; 
yes. 

Senator Ferauson. That is the purpose? The intention? 

Mr. Ler. There is a possibility it might be mcorporated. 

Senator Fercuson. At the present time it is thought they will be 
Government employees? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 
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Senator Ferauson. How many employees would be put on the 
Federal payroll because of that? 

Mr. Les. I am trying to recall how many we have at Washington 
National—212 are required to operate Washington National Air port. 
That does not include traffic control. 

Mr. Lanp. It is self-supporting, too. 

Senator Ferauson. Would you say Burke will be self-supporting, 
that we will not have to appropriate any more money? We appro- 
priate money now for National, do we not? 

Mr. Ler. Because receipts at National go into the Treasury as 
miscellaneous rece ipts. 

Senator Ferauson. Will the receipts go in at Burke? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Fercuson. Will it be self-supporting? Will it equal the 
expenditures? 

Mr. Ler. We do not expect it to be self-supporting the initial year 
or two, but we plan to have it self-supporting just as Washington 
National is at the present time. 


COMPARISON OF AIRPORT ACREAGES 


Senator Rosertson. As Senator O’Conor said, Friendship Airport 

is 2,300 acres. How many acres do we have vacant? 

Mr. Ler. The Chicago O’Hare Airport is as big as that, 4,900 
acres. The Idlewild Airport is 4,000 acres. The Burke site is 4,200 
for the airport itself. 

Senator Rosertson. The Burke Airport would be about the third 
largest in the Nation. 

Mr. Len. It would be one of the largest; yes. Washington is about 
the third busiest air terminal in the Nation now also. 

Senator Ferauson. What might happen is that you will move us 
entirely out of Washington National and turn it over to the Army or 
Navy and we will have to use Burke; is that correct? 

Mr. Ler. We expect a continuing civil requirement for Washington 
National. It is in a very favored position as far as the center of 
population of Washington is concerned. 

Senator Frrauson. I know it is. But I am wondering whether or 
not the time will come when the Army or Navy will take it over in 
relation to their other two fields, particularly Bolling Field down here. 

Admiral Lanp. Not if we can add to them. 

Senator Ferauson. Not if you can doit. But is that in mind, that 
you made it so large that you are going to be able to have all of Wash- 
ington’s civil air out there and turn these others over to the military? 


REASON FOR BURKE AIRPORT PROJECT 


Mr. Ler. The present contemplation is merely to take the overflow 
from Washington National and to keep Washington National operating 
at full capacity. We have an agreement with the armed services at 
the present time with regard to the use of Washington National, which 
limits their operations to approximately 10 percent of the total. 

Senator Ferauson. Why do you not put all of their traffic out of 
that airport and use it for civilians? Why do you not compel them to 
go over to Andrews Field? 
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Mr. Ler. We have just a limited number of operations. Of course, 
oe President’s airplane is kept there and certain Cabinet members’ 

anes, 

. Senator Fercuson. Why should the Cabinet have their planes 
there? Why can they not keep them over at Andrews? 

Mr. Leg. It is a question of accessibility. 

Senator Fercuson. Do we have to build an airport? Would not 
this 10 percent last for a few years if we could increase the traffic 
down there by moving these private airplanes out of that airport? 

Mr. Ler. We expect much more than a 10-percent growth at Wash- 
ington National Airport, Senator. 

Senator Ferguson. In how long a time? 

Mr. Ler. In the next 5 to 10 years. We have forecasts up through 
1980 which show a much larger percentage than that. 

Senator Fereuson. Of course, you are anticipating that Govern- 

ment is going to grow. 

Mr. Ler. We are anticipating an increase in the national income; 
yes, sir; and an increase in national prosperity. 

Senator Fercuson. And the amount or number of people who work 
in Government will have to come in here. What if we dispersed, as 
is now contemplated by some people, to move departments all over 
the country? Have you taken that into consideration in your study? 

Mr. Lez. Yes, Mr. Senator. If the present dispersal plans involve 
placing Government agencies within a certain radius outside of Wash- 
ington—— 

‘Senator Fercuson. No; I am talking about sending them entirely 
out. Have you ever taken that into consideration in your studies? 

Mr. Ler. We have taken into account the entire plans. The most 


immediate plan would seem to be the placing of Government depart- 
ments out largely to the west of the Washington area. 


SHIRLEY HIGHWAY AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC 


Senator Fereuson. If you ever did that you would find the Shirley 
Highway out there so crowded you would not get back in 2 hours, 
with the amount of employees they would put out there. 

Mr. Ler. We have placed the airport with particular relation to the 
new highway system for the entire district in connection with the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the Public 
Roads Administration. The new circumferential parkway which 
would handle a lot of that outside traffic and the access roads leading 
into that would provide access from the west, the northwest, Anacostia, 
and other areas to the new airport. 

Senator Feraeuson. Have you done any of that kind of study, as 
far as Friendship is concerned, to use Friendship? 

Mr. Lez. Yes. We have made thorough studies of the use of 
Friendship. That was made before we even contemplated this new 
field. 

Senator Fercuson. There is quite a bit of prejudice over in the 
Department against Friendship; is there not? 

Mr. Ler. None at all. 

Senator Fercuson. None? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. We think Friendship is really a fine field. 
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Senator Ferauson. But you think it should not be used for Wash- 
ington? 

Mr. Lev. We feel that, under the circumstances, it is impractical 
for use for Washington. 

Senator Haypen. I would like to ask something of Senator O’Conor. 

Senator O’Conor. Certainly. 

Senator Haypen. You stated that in anticipation of future traffic, 
a much larger airport has been constructed at Baltimore than is now 
needed, and your guess is that it will not be used to capacity for some 
years. 

You do hope, do you not, that some day it will be used to capacity? 

Senator O’Conor. I have that fond hope, but, frankly, Senator, I 
would not want to hazard a guess as to when it would be used to 
capacity. 

Senator Haypen. In the meantime, however, do you think it wise 
for the Congress to provide no funds whatsoever at Burke and do 
nothing? Are we ever anticipating looking ahead to a time when the 
Burke site might be needed? Should we just abandon it, turn it 
back to the people who had the property before, and quit? 

Senator O’Conor. | think, Senator, under existing conditions, 
there is no justification for committing ourselves to such a huge 
expenditure as will be incurred here. 

[ dare say it will be nearer to $50 million than it will be to $14 
million. It is true that some day in the distant future there may very 
well come such an increase as the gentlemen predict that ‘might 
justify a third airport, but if only two are needed as of this time, 
and in the foreseeable future, certainly, it seems to us, the present 
National Airport, plus fullest use of Friendship that is in existence 
partly with Federal money and which can be used without an addi- 
tional expenditure of a dollar, it would seem that prudence would 
warrant it. 

Senator HaypgeNn. But you had the foresight in Baltimore to acquire 
the airport at a time when land values were not so high, when wages 
and costs of materials did not amount to so much. 

That was sound foresight and it is fully justified even though up 
to this time you have not used the airport to full capacity. 

Senator O’Conor. That is right. 

Senator Haypren. I would just doubt in my own mind whether the 
utter abandonment of Burke is a smart thing to do, in veiw of the 
fact that if you ever went back there again you would have to pay 
more for the land and you have no guaranty at all that prices of labor 
and materials will come down. 

Senator O’Conor. Of course, Senator Hayden, I would not want to 
venture a guess as to whether or not good business, from a real-estate 
standpoint, would dictate holding certain of the property. I do not 
venture any thought on that. But I do think that the projection of 
a costly facility at this time is just out of all reason when there is 
rather available another one so near, with the difference of only a few 
minutes in travel time. 

Senator Haypen. I am not arguing about the question at the 
moment; I am trying to take a look at the future. 

It would seem to me that if you had foresight in Baltimore to take 
care of things, maybe a little foresight here would not do any harm. 
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WEATHER CONDITIONS COMPARED 


Senator O’Conor. I think the Federal Government can have the 
advantage of the foresight which was exercised. 

Mr. Chairman, I have just one last thought, if I may, and that is: In 
addition, of course, to emphasizing the fact that the possible congestion 
on the bridges to the other side in Virginia will play a part, I happened 
to notice just in the last few days a report issued by the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration as to the studies on the landing time in Wash- 
ington as compared to others. Mr. Lee may have noticed it. Mr. 
Horne, I think, put this out. Concerning December 1950, it states: 

The story is told that under instrument approaches it takes longer to land at 
Washington Airport than at any other airport in the United States. 

Then it compares Friendship very much more favorably, and other 
airports in comparison. 

As I understand, the location of Friendship was decided on after 
extensive meteorological studies which held that it was a very advan- 
tageous location. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Rosertson. On that point, Mr. Chairman, I think I can 
testify that traffic on occasions has been stacked a half hour over 
National Airport. It is very frequently hazy, and they cannot just 
come in and dodge down. 

Senator HaypEN. Are we to understand there is less fog in Baltimore 
than in Washington? 

Senator Ropertson. Yes, sir. At Friendship it is a higher piece of 
ground and there is better windage and everything than there is at 
Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, the senior Senator from Virginia, Mr. Byrd, 
unavoidably absent, 


DELEGATION OPPOSING BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Senator McCarran. We have his letter, which is being inserted in 
the record. 

Senator Ropertson. I am very glad you did that, because he 
told me he wanted it definitely unde rstood that he unequiv ocally was 
opposed to the Burke Airport plan, 

Senator Magnuson, of Washington, had hoped to come to testify 
today. It may be that the committee can hear him. He has made 
quite a study of this, and has confirmed to me the statement that 
Senator O’Conor has made, that if we build these projected access 
roads to Friendship, the off-peak travel time will not be more than 
about 6 minutes greater from Friendship than from Burke and that 
during the peak period, let us say from 8 to 9 in the morning and from 
5 to 6 in the afternoon, Friendship would take less time than would 
Burke. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some very fine friends from Virginia here. 
They represent various groups of property owners, the Board of Sup- 
ervisors of Fairfax County, and various civic organizations. I men- 
tion those who are here, because I am going to ask just 0 one of them 
to speak. Our time is running out. 
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We have with us heading this delegation, my good friend, the cir- 
cuit judge of Fairfax, Hon. Paul E. Brown and Mr. Lowery, Mr. 
Paul C. Hineslow, Mr. William S. Franklin, and Mr. Harold K. 
Howe. 

[ am going to ask Mr. Howe to come over to the witness stand and 
be the spokesman for this group. 

Mr. Chairman, in introducing this witness, I want to make this 
observation: Please do not think that we in Vi irginia are just taking a 
selfish dog-in-the-manger attitude toward this airport. If there was 
a grave, pressing emergency and this was the only solution, we would 
make any necessary sacrific e for the public welfare. But when we 
know that there is an alternate proposition that will save the taxpayers 
of this Nation a great deal of money, we do feel that Congress is justi- 
' fied in considering the very grave hardship that will be worked on one 
: Virginia county when they move in there to take 4,200 acres of land 
| for an airport and an additional 320 acres of land for access roads, just 
from developments that go in the ‘re, and depreciate the property that 
they have and form in some instances a hazard if some of these planes 
should get out of control and fall. 

The Senator from Arizona said, maybe we had better appropriate 
now for the land even if we do not go ahead with the construction work. 

My observation is that land values in Fairfax County are today 
100 percent higher than they were 10 years ago. I know a friend of 
mine in Rockr idge who bought 2,000 acres of land about 10 years ago in 
Fairfax for $200 an acre. It may have been in Arlington, but I think 
it is in Fairfax. He asked me if we were going to change the capital 
gains tax. I said, “I do not rec kon we are going to change it very 
much. Why do you want to know? 

He said, “I got 2,000 acres of land up there. I paid $200 an acre 
for it, and I am offered $2,000 an acre, and if they are going to change 
the capital gains much maybe I had be ‘tter sell it; if not, maybe I had 
better hold on and just sell part of it.’ 

Ten years from now, if we have to have a third airport, land values 
er not be so high; I do not think they will. We have a peak of 

Federal employment in Washington, and if I have my way, we are 
going to cut down on some of the expenditures and maybe a few of 
these people can go back to other areas to work. And certainly con- 
struction costs are at a peak. 

From the standpoint of what it is going to cost eventually I do not 
think if we have to have three of them we are going to lose any money 
by waiting until this peak inflation is passed. 

Now, I will present my good friend and our spokesman for this 
group, Mr. Harold K. Howe. 

Senator McCarran. You may proceed, Mr. Howe. 
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Mr. Howe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

We are not going to take your time, Mr. Chairman, to present any 
formal presentation. We did that on the House side and it is in the 
House hearings as a matter of record. So we will not take your time 


236 THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 
for that. But we would like to bring out just a few of the salient 
points and to possibly answer, to the best of our ability, some of the 
questions that have been raised by members of your committee. 
This Airport Relocation Committee, by the way, consists of 20 
members, who were appointed by citizens of Virginia. They were 
appointed at a mass meeting of the citizens of Burke, Va., in. the 
firehouse. Seventeen of these committee members own property out- 
side of the tract, and only three of us own property inside the tract. 
We appear in opposition to the CAA request for $1,660,000 for further 
acquisition of land and engineering expenses. 


SENATE HEARINGS ON AUTHORIZATION ACT NOT HELD 


Now, I would like to say just a short word about the legislativ» 
history of Public Law 762. As you know, the Senate Interstate aad 
Foreiga Commerce Committee held no hearing when this particular 
bill was being considered. They reported out the bill without hear- 
ings. The bill apparently was initiated through a report of the Air 
Transport Association communicated to the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration, and they, in turn, requested the Chairman of the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee to introduce legislation. 

The House did hold hearings 4 days and the bill was reported with 
amendment. The House passed the amendment on August 25, and 
the Senate concurred on August 28, 1950; which was within a very 
short time of the advance in Korea. I don’t believe that the Congress, 
the Senate and the House in their fine judgment, anticipated at that 
time that we would be confronted with all of the terrifie demands on 
our money and on our scarce materials. 


HOUSE ACTION 


As you know, over in the House the other day, they struck out the 
appropriation by a vote of 128 to 41. The opposition was led by 
Mr. Andersen of Minnesota, and Congressmen from Virginia, Mary- 
land, Michigan, California, Texas, Nebraska, and Iowa spoke in 
opposition to the appropriation. ; 

We think the most important point in our whole argument is that 
Congress seems to have been led to believe, by Civil Aeronautics 
Authority that the proposed additional Washington Airport will 
only cost $14 million, Mr. Chairman, or, with hangars, a total of 
some $24 million or $25 million. Actually, we believe that the total 
cost will run much more, in excess of some $50 million. 


ESTIMATED COSTS OF PROJECT 


In the event it has been not introduced and you want to put it 
into your record, here is a copy of the Civil Aeronautics Preliminary 
Report on Site Selection. This was secured for us by a Member of 
Congress and given to us for our information. 

You will find in the Civil Aeronautics report that their estimated 
cost of completion of this project is $37,721,921. 

Senator McCarran. When was that made? ; 

Mr. Howe. This is a report dated May 9, 1951, with some addenda 
in the early days of June. 
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We will submit this for your committee’s use. 

Senator Rozsertson. I would ask unanimous consent that the 
report go in the record. 

Senator McCarran. It would be all right to go into the record if it 
were not so voluminous, but it ought to be a part of the files of the 
committee. 

Senator Ropertson. Then it can become part of the files of the 
committee. 

Senator McCarran. It will be filed with this committee. 


HANGAR COSTS ADDITIONAL 


Mr. Hower. That particular report did not include the cost of 
hangars. The cost of hangars has been estimated by Civil Aero- 
nautics in previous testimony in the House hearings at $8 million. 
That would bring our cost up to some $46 million. 


ACQUISITION OF LAND 


Already the Civil Aeronautics has been in error in their initial 
estimate of the cost of the 4,520 acres to be acquired, of almost $1 
million. They originally estimated in this report which I have just 
submitted that the cost of the land would be $904,000 for 4,520 acres. 
That is 4,200 acres for the site, 320 acres for the access roads. 

However, in their report to the House committee, CAA reported 
that there would be a total cost of the acquisition of land, based on 
the appraised values which the Justice Department appraisers had 
reported, of $1,903,000 instead of $904,000. So that they are almost 
$1 million shy on their estimate. That brings the project up another 
million dollars in cost. 

Senator Ropertson. You have it now up to $47 million. 

Mr. Hower. Yes. I am up to $47 million now and I haven’t taken 
into consideration any other possible errors in their cost estimates 
and I haven’t taken into consideration the mounting costs that we 
anticipate will keep going up as far as construction is concerned. 

So we think that an estimate of $50 million to complete this airport 
is very, very conservative. 

As you probably know, you gentlemen have already appropriated 
for Washington National $25,563,691. 

That came out of the Senate hearings. 

The Newark Airport, of 2,200 acres, has been reported to cost 
$53 million. 

I got that out of the daily press. 

The Newark and Washington did not require the construction of 
- access roads over 6 miles long, estimated by CAA to cost $1,879,900, 
not including the cost of the land. 

This Burke Airport site of 4,520 acres, including the access roads, 
certainly would be a $50 million project. 

Mr. Lee has already told you—and it comes from the testimony in 
the House hearing—that they “will complete a basic usable landing 
area and the attendant facilities. It will not include hangars.” 
' Those are his own words taken from the House hearings on H. R. 
6947, 
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Previously, Mr. Rentzel, then Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, 
testified that thé total cost might run as high as $24 million, including 
hangars and the administration building. 


RECOUPMENT OF EXPENDITURES ON PROJECT STOPPAGE 


Now we come to the question of whether or not there will be any 
loss to the Government if the Burke project were stopped right now 
dead in its tracks. 

Of the original million dollars which you gentlemen have appro- 
priated back in 1950 or 1951, the Civil Aeronautics stated before the 
House that $874,280 is still available for land acquisition. Now, 
subtracting that from the million dollars, Mr. Chairman, we find that 
they have now not in the form of land or cash an expenditure of about 
$125,720. In my rudimentary arithmetic that is the maximum loss 
up to the present time because the assets that are either in land or in 
cash are certainly recoverable. 

Senator McCarran. My understanding is that they have de- 
posited with the Department of Justice a certain amount of money 
to cover the estimated cost. 

Mr. Hower. That is right, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Then it comes before the courts to determine 
the actual value. 

Mr. Howe. That is right, sir. 

Senator McCarran. In accordance with that, it is paid over to 
the party under condemnation proceedings. 

They have paid out for some several lots of lands, as was testified 
to here today. They have evidently paid out the cash. 

Mr. Hower. That is true. But that is now in the form of land, 
and I venture to say, Senator, that land could be resold either to the 
original owners or to others at the same price if not at a profit. We 
understand that the values of the land, if the airport does not go in 
there, are going up daily. We, who have land there, feel that the 
potential of that area is considerable for residential purposes. 


TAX LOSSES 


Senator McCarran. Let me ask you right there: Who or what has 
been in contemplation of reimbursing the county or the State for the 
loss of taxation on that land? 

Mr. Howe. Sir, as far as we have been able to find out, there is no 
contemplation to reimburse the county or the State. 

The Virginia Legislative Advisory Council held a hearing, at which 
our good friend, Mr. Lee, testified, and Mr. Howell, also and the 
council came up with an answer, which I will quote a little later, that 
there would be no value or no moneys that would accrue to the State 
or the county because of the loc ation oe that airport at that point. 

Senator Rospertson. Mr. Howe, right now in Fairfax, there are 
people from Washington who live over there and pay a nominal tax 
and send two and three and four children to the Fairfax County 
schools. 

Mr. Howe. That is right, Senator. And you also know the Federal 
Government is using 14,100 acres of the Fairfax County for other 
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purposes, on which there are no taxes as far as the county is concerned, 
and the State of Virginia gets nothing, as far as I understand, on those 
14,000 acres. 

LENGTH OF RUNWAYS 


The question is: What are we going to get? Mr. Lee has told us 
what he expects this $14 million to construct. We understand what is 
now scheduled for the $14 million is one north-south runway 7,000 feet 
long. Senator O’Conor has one of 9,450 feet long. That will be 
150 feet wide. ‘Then there is one east-west runway 6,000 feet long by 
150 feet. There will be a unit of the administration building, taxi- 
ways, One apron, and access road—75 percent complete—lighting and 
provision for utilities. But it will not provide any hangars, it will not 
provide gasoline storage or gasoline distribution system, and it will not 
provide a maintenance building. 

Senator, that seems peculiar, that you could run an airport without 
a gasoline distribution system. I do not know how they do it; maybe 
they do. 

This is a later report secured for us on the program, which may be 
also a part of your committee records, showing what we may expect to 
get in the first stage and subsequent stages of developments. 


REVENUES NOT ESTIMATED 


1 asked myself so that I could report to you what revenues were 
expected from this first $14,000,000. Well, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lee 
testified that, to quote him: 


We have not at the present time made any estimate of the revenues. 


That was in the House hearings on H. R. 6947. But we understand 
that Washington National has managed to turn in a net revenue of 
some $22,000 last year. We read that in the papers. 

Admiral Horne testified or quoted that to the Washington Board 
of Trade at a meeting on Thursday, March 6. That is a return of 
one-eleventh of 1 percent on vour investment, Senator. 

As far as the acquisition of land is concerned, I quoted vou the fact 
that they originally estimated the cost to be $904,000. Their revised 
estimates are $1,903,000. So there is about a 100-percent error. 
Senator Hayden asked the question about what would be the danger 
of not constructing the Burke Airport at the present time, why 
shouldn’t we go ahead while we make use of Friendship? 

I submit, Senator, and I must admit that I am not an expert on 
airport operation or air-transport operation, but in 5 or 10 years it is 
conceivable that jet transports will be operated. As a matter of fact, 
from Aviation Week, February 18, 1952, the American Airlines say 
that United States-built jet transports will be flying in 1957 and ‘will 
be available for commercial operations during the vear 1958.” 

In the American Aviation, on the same date, February 18, 1952, 
they state that: 


Howard Hughes, who owns plans to extend the Hughes aircraft strip from 
9,000 to 15,000 feet, said he would be stymied because of highway development. 


In other words, they claim that you will need a take-off and landing 
field with runways in lengths of 15,000 feet by 1960. 

Now, Civil Aeronautics has talked about 10,000-foot runways in 
this particular site. We don’t think that if you are talking about 
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airport requirements in the future, as Senator Hayden was worried 
about, an airport as close to Washington as this is and an airport with 
not over 10,000 feet runways will be adequate. You will probably 
have to go farther from Washington in order to accommodate jet 
transports. 

We are not technicians, but we have checked very carefully this 
report I have submitted to you. In the report, the CAA said that: 

Traffic capacity would be reduced unless conflict with Dahlgren and Quantico 
danger areas would be eliminated. 

Back-course approaches from the north would be restricted due to inability 
to accommodate dual primary stacks. 

In other words, there are some danger areas which would affect the 
capacity of this new proposed location due to Dahlgren and Quantico. 

We understand the Airport Space Coordinating Committee, up to 
February 14 this year, had not resolved that conflict, and CAA said it 
would have to be resolved or it would restrict Burke’s capacity. 

In that same report, CAA further said: 

If satisfactory traffic patterns can be developed on the basis of 13-mile separation 
from the Washington National Airport, we understand that the minimum distance 
between such airports as the one proposed and Washington National is 16 miles 
according to CAA’s own recommendations, 

That is CAA’s bulletin Airport Design, June 15, 1948. 

Mr. Lee also had testified that: 

We have to back off traffic at a considerable distance from Washington National 
when we get a bad-weather period. 

Senator, we live in the area of Burke and we know when you have 
bad weather at Washington National you have equally bad weather 


at Burke and you only compound the complication of the traffic con- 
gestion. 

The proposed runways do, in our estimation, point directly toward 
the most rapidly developing areas of the north and east of the site. 
We have not seen the map that was quoted here earlier in the testi- 
mony, but we feel that it is a very dangerous locality for Fairfax 
County. 


OPPOSITION TO PROJECT 


The question came up as to who wants-this airport. The additional 
Washington airport is neither being sponsored nor wanted by the 
Virginia people. The local people are not asking for Congress to 
spend this money. In other words, there are any number of people 
throughout the country that come to Congress and beg for money. 
We don’t want Congress to spend this money. The Virginians do not 
want it. In the local county, opposition to this project has been voiced 
by the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors. As a matter of fact, 
they passed two resolutions. The Fairfax County School Board has 
passed a resolution against it. The Fairfax County Planning Com- 
mission has a resolution against it. The Rotary Club of Fairfax 
County, representing most of the business interests in the county, has 
passed a resolution against it. The Federation of Fairfax County 
Citizens Associations also passed a resolution. Mr. Chairman, that 
federation represents 50 citizens’ associations in all of Fairfax-County. 
They all have passed resolutions against it. 

I would like to submit those for the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. They will be received. 

(The resolutions referred to follow:) 
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[At a regular meeting of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., held in the board room of 
said county, at Fairfax, Va., on Wednesdiy, the 16th d y of January 1952, at which meeting all of the 
members of said board were present, the following resolution was unanimously adopted:] 

Whereas under the provisions of Public Law 762, Eighty-first Congress, chapter 
905, second session, the Honorable Charles Sawyer, Secretary of Commerce, has 
selected a site for a public airport, near Burke, in Lee Magisterial District, 
Fairfax County, Va., comprising some 4,50C acres of land, and the Eighty-first 
Congress appropriated the sum of $1,000,000, on September 27, 1950, to start the 
project, end for the purchase of the land, and as a result the United States Govern- 
ment has entered condemnation proceedings acquiring approximately 1,050 acres 
of land in that area; and 

Whereas it has come to the attention of this board, through the press, that the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration will soon ask Congress to appropriate an addi- 
tina’ $900,000 for the purpose of acquiring the balance of the land needed for the 
airport site, and approximately $400,000 for engineering expenses, the newspaper 
releases stating that this request would be made some time in the near future; and 

Whereas the Beard of Superviscrs cf Fairfax County, last year, to wit: on 
Jure 15, 1951, unanimcusly adepted a reseluticn eppcesing the Iecation of said 
airport anywhere in Fairfax Ccunty, Va., fer the reason that in the opinion of 
said beard the establishment, maintenance, and cperation of such an airport in 
Fairfax County, Va., weuld ke extremely detrimental to the general welfare, 
health and safety of the residents cf said county, and for the further reason that 
the l-eaticn cf such an airpert in Fairfax County, Va., would be extremely detri- 
mental and practically ruincus to the future develcpment cf the entire county as 
a resi¢ential area, and further for the reason that the Federal Government and 
its varicus arencies at that time owned 14,411 acres cf land in this county, from 
which land the county of Fairfax receives no income by way of taxation, and that 
it was the epinion cf said beard that there would be no direct benefit from the 
standpeint cf taxation that weuld enure to said county as a result of the location 
of such ar airport in the county; and 

Whereas it is the cpinion cf the present board of county supervisors, after 
theuchtful and careful consideration, that it also vigorously epposes the location 
of said airport in Fairfax County, Va., for the same reasons: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this beard go on record, and it hereby goes on record as being 
uraltevably opp°sed to the location, construction, cperation, and maintenance of 
said airport in Fairfax County, Va.; and be it further 

Resolved, That this board earnestly and sincerelv requests the Honorable 
Howard W. Smith, Member of Congress from this district, and the Honorable 
Harry F. Byrd and the Honorable A. Willis Robertson, United States Senators 
from Virginia, to take any steps necessary to prevent the approval of any further 
appropriation by this Congress for the acquisition of the remaining 3,500 acres of 
land desired and sought by the Civil Aeronautics Administration and the develop- 
ment of said airport, when so requested by said Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
and that they do everything in their power to prevent the location and con- 
struction of said airport in Fairfax County, Va.; and be it further 

Resolved, That the other Congressmen from the State of Virginia be requested to 
take a like stand in connection with this matter, and the clerk of this board is 
hereby directed to forthwith forward certified copies of this resolution bv registered 
mail to the following: Hon. Howard W. Smith, House Office Building, Washington, 
D). C.; Hon. Harry F. Byrd, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. A. 
Willis Robertson, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. John 8. 
Battle, Governor of the State of Virginia, Richmond, Va.; Hon. Edward J. 
Roberson, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Porter Hardy, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. J. Vaughan Garv, House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Watkins M. Abbitt, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.; Hon. Thomas B. Stanley, House Office Building, Washington, 
D. C.; Hon. Clarence G. Burton, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; 
Hon. B. P. Harrison, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Thomrs 
B. Fugate, House Office Builditg, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Herbert R. O’Conor, 
Senate Office Building; Hon. John Marshall Butler, Senate Office Building: Hon. 
Edward T. Miller, House Office Building; Hon. James P. 8. Devereaux, House 
Office Building; Hon. Edward A. Garmatz, House Office Building; Hon. Georce 
H. Fallon, House Office Building; Hon. Lansdale G. Sasscer, House Office Build- 
ing; Hon. J. Glenn Beall, House Office Building. 
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{At a called meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., held in the circuit court room 
at Fairfax Courthouse, Va., on Friday, the 15th day of June 195i, at which meeting all of the members 
of the said board present by unanimous vote adopted the following resolution:] 

Whereas the Honorable Charles Sawyer, Secretary of Commerce, under the 
provisions of Public Law 762, Eighty-first Congress, chapter 905, second session, 
has selected a site for a public airport (including all buildings and other structures 
necessary or desirable therefor), in Lee Magisterial District, Fairfax County, 
State o Virginia, in the general ‘vicinity of the Burke neighborhood, comprising 
some 4,500 acres of land; ae 

Whereas this beard is opposed to the location in Fairfax County, Va., of any 
such airport as is described in Public Law 762, Eighty-first Congress, chapter 905, 
second session, for the reason that, in the opinion of this board, the establishment. 
maintenance and operation of such an airport in Fairfax County, Va., would be 
extremely detrimental to the general welfare, health and safety of the residents 
of Fairfax County, Va., and particularly would the location of an airport in Fair- 
fax County, Va., be extremely detrimental and practically ruinous to the future 
development of the entire county as a residential area, it being generally recog- 
nized and conceded that Fairfax County is primarily developed and will develop 
in the future for residences, and further for the reason that the Federal Govern- 
ment and/or its agencies now own 14,411 acres of land situated in Fairfax County, 
Va., from which land the county of Fairfax receives no income by way of taxation, 
and it is the opinion of this board that there will be no direct. benefit from the stand- 
point of taxation that will inure to this county as a result of the location of such 
an airport inthe county. Under the existing law of the State of Virginia, the major 
portion of the tax which this board is authorized to lay for the maintenance and 
operation of local government is a tax on real estate, and the withdrawal from 
taxation of 4,500 acres of land and the improvements located thereon, plus the 
depreciation of the adjoining land as a result of the location of an airport thereon, 
would materially affect the revenue from real estate taxes so far as the county is 
concerned, and would necessarily mean that the remainder of the land in the 
county would have to bear a larger tax burden in order to replace the loss occa- 
sioned by the land taken for the airport; and 

Whereas it is the unanimous opinion of this board, after thoughtful and careful 
consideration, that it vigorously opposes the location of the said airport in Fairfax 
County, Va.: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this board be, and it now hereby is unalterably opposed to the 
location, construttion, operation, and maintenance of the said airport in Fairfax 
County, Va.: and be it further 

Resolved, That this board earnestly and sincerely requests the Honorable Howard 
W. Smith, Member of Congress from this District, the Honorable Harry F. Byrd 
and the Honorable A. Willis Robertson, United States Senators from Virginia, 
that they take the necessary steps to prevent the said airport from being located 
in Fairfax County, Va., and that they vigorously oppose any appropriation pro- 
posed for this purpose, and that the Honorable John 8. Battle, Governor of the 
State of Virginia, likewise be requested to intervene in behalf of the request of this 
board, and further that the other Congressmen from the State of Virginia be re- 
quested to take a like stand in connection with this matter. The clerk of this 
board is directed to forthwith telegraph the intent of this resolution and to mail 
certified copies of the same to the following: Hon. Howard W. Smith, House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Harry F. Byrd, Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C.; Hon. A. Willis Robertson, Senate Office Building, Washington 
D. C.; Hon. John S. Battle, Governor of the State of Virginia, Richmond, Va.; 
Hon. Edward J. Robeson, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Porter 
Hardy, Jr., House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon J. Vaughan Gary, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Watkins M. Abbitt, House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Thomas B. Stanley, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.; Hon. Clarence G. Burton, House Office Building, Washington, 
D. C.; Hon. B. P. Harrison, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. 
Thomas B. Fugate, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Herbert R. 
O’Conor, Senate Office Building; Hon. John Marshall Butler, Senate Office Build- 
ing; Hon. Edward T. Miller, House Office Building; Hon. James P. 8. Devereaux, 
House Office Building; Hon. Edward A, Garmatz. House Office Building; Hon. 
George H. Fallon, House Office Building; Hon. Lansdale G. Sasscer, House Office 
Building; Hon. J. Glenn Beall, House Office Building. 

A copy—teste: 


- 


R. M. LovucuroroucnH, 
Clerk of Said Board. 
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Fepruary 4, 1952. 
[At a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of Fairfax County, Va., held in the trial justice courtroom 
at Fairfax Courthouse, Va.,on Monday, the 18th day of June 1951 at which meeting the members of the 
commission present by unanimous vote adopted the following resolution:] 

Whereas the Honorable Charles Sawyer, Secretary of Commerce, under the 
provisions of Public Law 762, Eighty-first Congress, chapter 905, second session, 
has selected a site for a public airport (including all buildings and other struc- 
tures necessary or desirable therefor), in Lee Magisterial District, Fairfax County, 
State of Virginia, in the general vicinity of the Burke neighborhood, comprising 
some 4,500 acres of land; and 

Whereas at the present time, the Federal Government, and/or its agencies 
now own 14,411 acres of land situated in Fairfax County, from which land the 
county of Fairfax receives no income by way of taxation; and 

Whereas the Fairfax County Planning Commission is opposed to the further 
acquisition of any land within the county by the agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment for this reason; and 

Whereas a large portion of the county of Fairfax in the past 10 years has been 
developed for residential purposes; which development naturally has changed 
the character of the county from agricultural in fact to residential in potentiality; 
and 

Whereas it is the opinion of the Fairfax County Planning Commission that the 
location anywhere in the county, of an airport such as is proposed will depreciate 
this potential development in the vicinity of any site selected: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That this commission is unalterably opposed to the location, con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of the said airport in Fairfax County, Va. 


RESOLUTION PAssEeD BY Farrrax County, Va., ScHoot Boarp, JANUARY 17, 1952. 


Inasmuch as the construction of the Burke Airport will render useless for school 
purposes the Burke School and will also bring danger, noise, and confusion to 
Fairfax County schools by aircraft flying over such schools, it is hereby resolved 
that the Fairfax County School Board go on record opposing the construction 
within Fairfax County of a supplemental Washington airport such as is now 
proposed in the Burke area. It is further resolved that copies of this resolution 
be sent to Senator Byrd, Senator Robertson, Representative Smith, and Governor 
Battle. 


ee 


Fatis Cuurcn, Va., January 23, 1952. 
Senator Haray F. Brrp, 
Senato Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: The Federation of Fairfax County Citizens Association, 
representing nearly 50 member associations, has previously voted to oppose the 
construction of a seco’ d national airport in Fairfax County. At the regular 
meeting of the federation last Thursday, I was instructed to request you to do 
what you can in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Davip O. WaxTER, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OF THE Rotary CLuB oF FarrFrax, Farrrax, VA., oN Monpay, 
, JUNE 18, 1951 


Whereas the Honorable Charles Sawyer, Secretary of Commerce, under the 
provisions of Public Law 762, Eighty-first Congress, chapter 905, second session, 
has selected a site for a public airport for the city of Washington, D. C. (including 
all buildings and other structures necessary or desirable therefor), in Lee magiste- 
rial district, Fairfax County, State of Virginia, in the general vicinity of the Burke 
neighborhood, comprising some 4,500 acres of land; and 

Whereas the Rotary Club of Fairfax is opposed to the location in Fairfax 
County, Va., of any such airport, for the reason that in the opinion of the mem- 
bers of this club the establishment, maintenance, and operation of such an airport 
in Fairfax County, Va., would be extremely detrimental to the general welfare, 
health, and safety of the residents of Fairfax County, Va., and particularly would 





244 THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


the location of such an airport in Fairfax County, Va., be extremely detrimenta| 
and practically ruinous to the future development of the entire county as a resi- 
dental area, it being generally recognized and conceded that Fairfax County jis 
primarily developed and will develop in the future for residential purposes, aii‘ 
further for the reason that the Federal Government and its agencies now ow), 
14,411 acres of land situated in Fairfax County, Va., from which land the count, 
of Fairfax derives no income by way of taxation, and it is the opinion of the mem- 
bers of this club that there will be no direct benefit from the standpoint of taxation 
that will inure to the county as a result of the location of such an airport in the 
county. Under the existing law of the State of Virginia, the major portion of 
the tax which the board of supervisors is authorized to lay for the maintenance 
and operation of local government and schools is a tax on real estate, and the 
withdrawal from taxation of 4,500 acres of land, and improvements located 
thereon, plus the anticipated depreciation of the adjoining land as a result of the 
location of an airport thereon, would materially affect the revenue from rea! 
estate taxes so far as the county is concerned, and would necessarily mean that 
the remainder of the land in the county would have to bear a larger tax burden 
in order to replace the loss occasioned by the land-taken for the airport to be 
used by the city of Washington, D! C.; and 

Whereas it is the feeling of this club that it vigorously opposes the location of 
said airport for the city of Washington, D. C., in Fairfax County, Va.: Now, 
therefcre, be it 

Resolved, That the Rotary Club of Fairfax be, and it is now hereby unalterab|, 
opposed to the location, construction, operation and maintenance of the airport 
for the city ef Washington, D. C., in Fairfax County, Va.; be it further 

Resolved, That the Rotary Club of Fairfax earnestly and sincerely requests the 
Honorable Howard W. Smith, Member of Congress from this district, the Honor- 
able Harry F. Byrd and the Honorable A. Willis Robertson, United States 
Senators from Virginia, to take the necessary steps to prevent the said airport 
for the city of Washington, D. C., from being located in Fairfax County, Va., 
and that they vigorously oppose any appropriations requested for this purp%se, 
and that the Honorable John 8. Battle, Governor of the State of Virginia, likewise 
be requested to intervene and oppose the location of said airport in Fairfax County, 
Va., and further that the other Congressmen from the State of Virginia be re- 
quested to take a like stand in connection with this matter. 

The secretary of the Rotary Club of Fairfax is hereby directed to forthwith cause 
to be mailed eo ies of this resolution to the following persons, namely: Hon. 
Howard W. Smith, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Harry F. 
Byrd, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. A. Willis Robertson, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. John 8. Battle, Governor of the 
State of Virginia, Richmond, Va.; Hon. Edward J. Roberson, House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Porter Hardy, Jr., House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.; Hon. J. Vaughan Gary, House Office Building, Washington, 
D. C.; Hon. Watkins M. Abbitt, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; 
Hon. Thomas B. Stanley, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. 
Clarence G. Burton, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. B. P. 
Harrison, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Thomas B. Fugate, 
slouse Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Herbert R. O’Conor, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. John Marshall Butler, Senate Office 
Building; Hon. Edward T. Miller, House Office Building; Hon. James P. 5 
Devereaux, House Office Building; Hon. Edward A. Garmatz, House Office 
Building; Hon. George H. Fallon, House Office Building; Hon. Lansdale G. 
Sasscer, House Office Building; Hon. J. Glenn Beall, House Office Building. 


Secretary of the Rotary Club of 
Fairfax, Fairfax, Va. 


IMPACT OF PROPOSED BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Howe. Senator Byrd has expressed in his statement his opinion, 
and if you will recollect, at the time this legislation was being con- 
sidered on the floor, Senator Byrd at that time said: 


I say that we do not have need for this airport and we have not asked for it. 
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Mr. Dolliver, on the House floor the other day, said: 


Who is it that is after this airport over there in Virginia? 

Well, without casting any aspersions I think it is the people down here who are 
trying to build up an airport domain in one of those Federal agencies. It is an 
enterprise being backed up and promoted by some people who want to build up an 
airport empire of their own. 

I give that to you from the Congressional Record. 

The impact on Fairfax County of such an airport would be disas- 
trous. The county board of supervisors in their resolution state the 
establishment of such an airport in Fairfax County, Va., would be 
extremely detrimental to the general welfare, health, and safety and 
would be practically ruinous for further development of the entire 
county as a residential area. 

Mr. Lee also stated that they had consulted with the local governing 
bodies. J will have a word to say about that, but I don’t want that 
to be forgotten. 

There is a rather unusual development, Mr. Chairman. The FHA 
has decided to refuse loans on homes in certain major airport areas. 
We found a squib in the News Week of February 11, which says that 
they have already at Tulsa refused to issue mortgage insurance on 
homes lying within or next to the runway approach zones. We have 
secured from the Federal Housing Administration their booklet that 
covers that particular point, and you can see—we will present this to 
the committee, too—the danger areas that they envision around airport 
approaches zones. 

Undoubtedly, if a zoning requirement for safety purposes is needed— 
like you have, Senator O’Conor, at Friendship—we would have to 
have not only 4,520 acres but we would have another zoned area 
around this site which would be zoned against possible residential 
developments, or something that would prevent its being a danger 
zone to the citizens of the county. So you will put a blight not in 
terms of 4,500 acres, but possibly 50 square miles, maybe more, 
depending upon the way the zoning works out. 

As I mentioned earlier, the Virginia Advisory Legislative Council 
held hearings at Fairfax County Courthouse and they concluded— 
here are two of their conclusions— 
that the impact on Fairfax County will be serious, involving the loss of consider- 


able tax revenue, * * * the CAA did not consult with the governing body 
of the county until after the site had been selected. 


That was a particular requirement of Public Law No. 762. 


Mr. Lee told of the meetings that they had had with the board of 
supervisors, the three meetings. We have the minutes of those 
meetings from the county records. We think you should have 
those also in your file, Mr. Chairman, because we find some objec- 
tions to the sites, and we also find no approval by the county officers 
of this particular Burke site. 


DISTANCE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT FROM WASHINGTON 


I don’t think we need to belabor the Friendship Airport matter. 
The Senator from Maryland has done such a beautiful job in pre- 
senting it. We did do this: We were wondering about the distance, 
and I was much amazed to see the distance quoted as 37 miles from 
Sixteenth and K Streets, I think it was said. 
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Inasmuch as we spent so much time here in the Capitol, we asked 
the American Automobile Association to give us the distance to the 
Friendship Airport from the Capitol. They said 30 miles, and they 
took a good, long time measuring it and checking it, and they said the 
distance is 30 miles. 

I might read a little bit from the hearings on H. R. 7241, Sub- 
committee of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, about this metropolitan area. 

This is from the testimony of General Connolly on behalf of Mayor 
Thomas D’Alesandro of Baltimore. He said: 

From the beginning, more than 7 years ago, Friendship International Airport 
has been regarded as a regional facility to service Baltimore and Washington. 

As recently as January 1949, the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
had this to say in its Washington and Baltimore regional airport 
study: 

In order to prepare a sound analysis of existing and future airport requirements, 
it was considered necessary and desirable to include in a single study the metro- 
politan areas of Washington, D. C., and Baltimore, Md. The total distance 
between the two cities is only 38 miles from center to center. The metropolitan 
district boundaries of the two are contiguous at one point and are continually 
expanding toward one another. Therefore, it is logical, when one considers the 
airplane as a long-distance carrier, to study the two metropolitan districts as a 
single unit with respect to air transport problems. The over-all master plan 
which guides the development provides for satisfactory ultimate airports which 
will be capable of accommodating future air traffic peak loads for the Baltimore- 
Washington region should such a need ever arise. 

We submit that Friendship does meet that need, Mr. Chairman, 
and that there is a very grave question whether or not an airport 
south of the Potomac would do any good for the Baltimore-Washington 
metropolitan area, to take care of Annapolis, Baltimore, and all of 
the areas in through there. 

The question has been raised, what if the Potomac River bridges 
are knocked out? 

Mr. Lee, when that question was asked him in the House on H. R. 
6947, said: 

That would create a very difficult transportation problem. 

We heartily agree. That is probably the understatement of the year, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Civil Aeronautics and the Air Transport Association have 
testified, however, that Andrews Field could be very satisfactorily 
converted to a civilian terminal airport at a far lesser cost than to 
build a new airport. 

Now, that was in the House hearings. And I have a copy of that 
here. It is on page 30 and 31 of the House hearings, on H. R. 7241. 

The man that was testifying at the time was our good friend, 
General Arnold. 


DRIVING TIME FROM BURKE AIRPORT TO WASHINGTON 


As to this question of time, we very much question the estimate of 
time that the Civil Aeronautics and possibly the Air Transport 
Association has made to and from the Burke Airport site. We have 
here—which we will submit to the committee for its records—witnessed 
reports of the county police, driving from the Statler Hotel to the 
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clover leaf nearest the point where the 6-mile access road would start 
to be constructed. We took the Statler Hotel in this case because 
that is the place they took their time studies from. 

Senator Ropertson. That is Sixteenth and K Streets. 

Mr. Howse. In other words, we took them from the same place. 

Senator Rospertson. I ask consent that those records of the traffic 
officers be filed with the committee. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. 

Mr. Hower. They run from 22 minutes, 24, 22, 30, minutes, 22, 19, 
21, 23, 19, 23, 34, and 32 minutes. The type of weather is shown on 
the back of the cards, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. Are those your Highway Patrol officers? 

Mr. Hower. Our Highway Traffic officers for the county; yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. In my experience, they go faster than that. 

Mr. Howr. Well, we questioned them, sir, and they were instructed 
by Judge Brown here that they should stay within the opens limit 
in this partic ular instance. 

We also understand that the Virginia Legislature has given Arlington 
County the authority to set the speed ‘limit on Shirley Highway, 
that part of it that runs through Arlington County. That is 3 or 
4 miles of the Shirley Highway. The only reason that we can see 
for that is that Arlington County has a 35-mile-an-hour maximum 
speed limit in the whole county, everywhere, and they want to reduce 
the present speed limit from 50 miles an. hour down to 35 miles an 
hour and, of course, that is going to shoot our times all to pieces again. 

Of course, you undoubtedly saw this squib in the paper to the 
effect that the Fourteenth Street bridges are the busiest bridges in 
the world. We shudder to think of the time, during congested 
periods, that it would take to get to and from the Burke site. 

That is all I have to offer, Mr. Chairman. We oppose the appro- 
priation and we might also ask, knowing that the Federal Govern- 
ment departments have a habit of transferring funds, that if it is the 
will of this committee and the opinion of it that the Burke Airport 
should not be constructed or continued at this time, that some suit- 
able language be inserted in the bill to make a positive affirmation 
along that line. 

Senator McCarran. All right, thank you very much. 

Our hour is drawing a little later. 

Senator Rospertrson. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the 
committee for the patient and attentive hearing you have given our 
testimony. 

Senator O’Conor. I should like very much to concur in that 
statement, 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


(See pp. 1 through 18.) 


Senator McCarran. I have received a letter from Mr. Hoimes 
Baldridge, the Assistant Attorney General, which is in reference to 
claims of persons of Japanese ancestry. We held a hearing on this 
on March 20, and the letter is submitted in answer to certain in- 
quiries made of him at that time. The letter will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 





248 THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, March 27,1952. 
Hon. KennetH McKE .iar, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: In the course of my testimony on March 20, 1952, relative 
to the item “Salaries and expenses, claims of persons of Japanese ancestry” in 
the third supplemental appropriation bill, 1952, the committee asked that ad- 
ditional information be supplied as to the following: 

1. A general description of the types of losses sustained by the claimants 
as a result of their evacuation. 

2. The differences in procedures employed to dispose of claims under the 
adjudication process as compared to claims disposed of under the compromise 
procedure. 

3. The records available to the Department to check the aceuracy of claims 
made in affidavits submitted by claimants under the compromise procedure 
authorized by Public Law 116, approved August 17, 1951. 

4. The method used in disposing of claims under the compromise procedure 
where no Government records are available, as well as the number of such 
cases disposed of to date. 

5. The manner of determining the presence or absence of fraud with respect 
to the information submitted in the affidavits used under the compromise 
procedure. 

In addition the committee asked that I submit several representative affidavits, 
several jackets on completed cases, and the record in the single case in which the 
Government indicted a claimant for fraud. 


1. Types of losses sustained by claimants 


The types of losses sustained by claimants are summarized in House Report 
No. 732, Eightieth Congress, first session, of the Committee on the Judiciary on 
Public Law 886. This report includes a letter from the Secretary of the Interior 
which was characterized by the report as expressing clearly the obligation of the 
Government to the evacuees. The letter reads, in part, as follows: 

“The evacuation orders gave the persons affected desparately little time in 
which to settle their affairs. The governmental safeguards that were designed 
to prevent undue loss in these circumstances were somewhat tardily instituted, 
were not at once effectively publicized among the evacuees, and were never 
entirely successful. Merchants had to dispose of their stocks and businesses at 
sacrifice prices. In a setting of confusion and hysteria, many evacuees sold 
personal possessions for a small fraction of their value. A large number had to 
accept totally inadequate arrangements for protection and management of 
property. Valuable lease-hold interests had to be abandoned. 

“Continued exclusion increased the losses. Private buildings in which evacuees 
stored their property were broken into and vandalized. Mysterious fires destroyed 
vacant buildings. Property left with ‘friends’ unaccountably disappeared; goods 
stored with the Government sometimes were damaged or lost. Persons entrusted 
with the management of evacuee real property mulcted the owners in diverse 
ways. Tenants failed to pay rent, converted property to their own use, and 
committed waste. Prohibited from returning to the evacuated areas even 
temporarily to handle property matters, the evacuees were unable to protect 
themselves adequately. Property management assistance given by the War 
telocation Authority on the west coast, although it often mitigated and some- 
times prevented loss, could not completely solve the problem there, complicated 
as it was by difficulties in communication with absent owners and local prejudice 

“In relocation centers the only income opportunities for evacuees lay in center 
employment at wage rates of $12 to $19 per month, plus small clothing: allow- 
ances. Many felt compelled to discontinue payment of life insurance premiums. 
Some found themselves unable to make mortgage or tax payments and _ lost 
substantial equities. 

“All of the foregoing examples of tangible loss to the evacuees are directly 
attributable to the evacuation and continued exclusion of these persons from 
their homes. * * * The least that this country ean do, in simple justice, 
is to afford some degree of compensation for the measurable special losses that 
the evacuees have suffered.” _ 

The Senate report (S. Rept. No. 1740, 80th Cong., 2d sess.) stated that the 
House report contained a “complete statement of the facts and circumstances, 
as a result of which this legislation was proposed.” 
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2. Differences in procedures followed in processing claims on the adjudicated as 
istinguished from the compromise basis 


The chief difference between the procedure followed in processing claims on an 
adjudicated basis as compared to the compromise basis lies in the form of evidence 
obtained and the extent to which investigations are conducted. 

Under the terms of the original act (Public Law 886) these claims were to be 
adjudicated according to law. Hearings were to be held, a written record made, 
and claims adjudicated by award or order of dismissal, upon written findings of 
fact and reasons for the decision. The legislative history indicated clearly that 
judicial standards were to be applied and each claim treated like a lawsuit. 

hile no claimant has insisted upon a hearing before an examiner, clainiants 
have presented their testimony and documents to field attorneys of the Depart- 
ment with the understanding that the Government thereafter would investigate 
and reach a decision upon the data submitted. 

Since this procedure was cumbersome and exceedingly slow, the act was amended 
(Public Law 116, 82d Cong., Ist sess.) so as to permit the Attorney General to 
compromise claims ‘‘upon the basis of affidavits and available Government records 
satisfactory to him,’’ where the amount does not exceed either three-fourths of 
the sum, if any, of the claim attributable to compensable items or $2,500, which- 
ever is less. No hearings are required, or findings of fact, or reasons for the 
award. Affidavit forms were mailed to all claimants eligible under the compro- 
mise procedure. The Department checks the items and their value at the time 
of evacuation with available Government records and either makes an award or 
rejects the claim. As I indicated in my oral testimony, the awards are averaging 
about 42 percent of the amounts claimed in the affidavits. This compromise 
procedure has achieved its purpose. Under the adjudication method, only 577 
cases have been closed. Under the compromise procedure, approximately 12,000 
cases have been closed. 


8. Records available to the Department for checking the accuracy of the claims listed 
in affidavits and their value 


The types of records available for use in determining the accuracy and value 
of the items listed in the affidavits include: Records of the War Relocation 
Authority, Alien Property files, evacuee property inventories available at the 
National Archives, motor vehicle registration records prepared by the Federal 
Reserve bank, Federal income-tax returns, public auction sales records, catalogs 
and price lists, and records of insurance companies. 

In addition, the Federal Bureau of Investigation made a survey of conditions 
prevailing throughout the exclusion areas. This survey covers market conditions 
for used furniture and appliances, used cars, used farm machinery, and availability 
of Government and private storage facilities. 

In determining the value of items of property as of the date of loss, price lists, 
and catalogs are used. Special studies have been made as to the value of con- 
stantly recurring items. Consultations with experts in various Government 
agencies have resulted in the development of formulae for valuing various types 
of items, such as crops, farm machinery, business in general, land and buildings, 
personal property in general. In the case of motor vehicles, the National Auto- 
mobile Dealers Association used-car guides have been used as the most reliable 
source of value. 

If the value of an item cannot be determined from any of the above-named 
sources, resort is had to Bulletin “F”’ of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, which 
gives the useful life-expectancy of almost all kinds of ordinary household and busi- 
ness property found in the claims. 


Disposal of claims under compromise procedure where no Government records are 
available 


Such claims usually involve household and small business properties. There 
are relatively few cases in which no information is available against which to check 
the items. Our considerable experience in handling these Japanese claims has 
educated us to the point where we can usually spot fraud. If we have doubts 
as to validity of the items claimed, the claimant is asked to amplify the informa- 
tion submitted in the affidavit. Under the compromise procedure we do not 
question the claimant (as we do under the adjudication process) unless the a ffi- 
davit appears to be fraudulent on its face. 


5, Methods employed in detecting fraud under compromise procedure 
If, based upon our experience with the processing of these claims, there is any 
suspicion of fraud we remove the case from the compromise list and place it on 
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the list for adjudication. Under the adjudication procedure we have an oppor- 
tunity to examine the claimant orally and insist upon proof of his claim. In 
addition, where fraud is suspected, the Federal Bureau of Investigation makes 
an independent investigation of the claim. 

To date we have indicted only one claimant for alleged fraud. Upon trial the 
claimant was acquitted by the jury, after 7 days of testimony. In accordance 
with your request, we are enclosing our jacket file on this case: The litigation 
file of the United States attorney for the northern district of California is not 
presently ‘available here. 

Enclosed, also, are two case files on claims processed under the adjudication 
method, and six on claims processed under the compromise method. Since these 
files are confidential our usual policy is to refuse to make them available to anyone 
outside the Department. However, we think it proper to make them available 
to your committee for the limited purpose of providing the committee with an 
opportunity to compare the two methods of processing this type of claim. It 
is respectfully requested that such files be returned to the Department when 
they have served your purpose. 

I trust the foregoing is sufficient to answer the questions raised by the com- 
mittee. If any further information is desired, please let me know. I will be 
glad to supply it. 

Sincerely yours, 
Houtmes BaApRIDGE, 
Assistant Attorney General. 


Enclosures: Department of Justice files 146-35-5066 (both flat file and record 
of proceedings), 146-35-558 (both flat file and record of proeeedings), 146-35- 
3893 (both flat file and record of proceedings), 146-35-2362, 146-35-3844, 146- 
35-4814, 146-35-14756, 146-35-17120, 146-35-20933. 


Senator McCarran. The committee will recess now until 10:30 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:35 p. m., Wednesday, March 26, 1952, the hearing 
was recessed to reconvene at 10:30 a. m., Thursday, March 27, 1952. 





